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In  our  century,  the  question  of  dictator- 
ship first  came  up  in  1914  in  connection 
with  the  Kaiser.  To  the  question  “What 
do  you  do  to  stop  a dictator?”  many  peo- 
ple, including  Woodrow  Wilson- — though 
it  took  him  quite  a while  to  bring  him- 
self to  it — answered:  “Anybody  knows 
what  you  have  to  do  with  a mad  dog. 
You  shoot  him.” 

Of  course,  we  didn’t  do  exactly  that. 
We  didn’t  send  a sheriff  and  a couple  of 
deputies  over  to  shoot  the  Kaiser.  We 
sent  a large  army  of  young  Americans 
over  to  join  millions  of  British,  French 
and  other  youth  in  shooting  German 
youth,  d'hat  was  because  these  young  Ger- 
mans had  been  infected  with  the  Kaiser 
poison  and  become  mad  dogs,  too. 

Some  Americans  had  a different  expla- 
nation. They  said  that  most  of  the  young 
Germans  were  decent  fellows,  not  mad 
dogs  but  goose-steppers.  The  habit  of 
obedience  had  been  so  ground  into  them 
that  they  obeyed  tbe  orders  of  their  mad- 
dog  Kaiser  automatically — something  that 
independent  young  Americans,  taught  to 
think  for  themselves  and  to  stand  on  their 
own  feet,  would  not  have  done. 

But  the  practical  result  was  the  same: 
since  they  were  so  foolish  as  to  obey  the 
Kaiser,  they  had  to  be  shot  in  order  that 


the  world  might  be  rid  of  Kaiserism. 
Eventually  so  many  of  them  were  shot 
that  they  quit,  and  we  did  get  rid  of  the 
Kaiser,  though  we  didn’t  shoot  him.  In 
his  exile  he  seemed  rather  tame  for  such 
a mad  dog,  but  maybe  that  meant  we  had 
taught  him  a lesson.  Anyway,  we  were 
told  that,  while  it  had  been  a lot  messier 
and  more  expensive  than  just  shooting  a 
mad  clog,  it  had  been  worth  while.  Kaiser- 
ism and  militarism  had  been  destroyed 
for  good. 

Another  Mad  Dog 

In  1939,  however,  the  question  popped 
up  again:  How  do  you  stop  a dictator? 
This  time  people  knew  the  answer.  They 
had  worked  it  out  only  twenty  years 
before.  What  can  you  do  with  a mad  dog 
except  shoot  him? 

This  time  it  was  a lot  worse.  Hitler 
had  a huge  pack  of  mad-clog  Nazis  at  his 
command  and  the  Germans  were  more 
obedient  than  ever — less  than  ever  like 
independent  Americans  who  don’t  go  for 
conscription  and  being  ordered  around 
by  their  government.  In  fact,  with  maybe 
a few  exceptions,  the  whole  German 
people  had  gone  berserk.  On  top  of  that, 
the  Japanese,  who  had  been  swell  guys — 
kind  of  Oriental  Yankees — and  on  our 
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side  in  AVorld  War  I,  now  also  had  be- 
come infected  with  dictatorship  and  be- 
come mad  dogs. 

Not  all  Americans  thought  this  was  the 
case.  Some,  including  a lot  of  college  stu- 
dents, pointed  out  that  the  First  World 
W'ar  had  not  produced  the  desired  result, 
and  suggested  that  maybe  war  was  a 
clumsy  means  of  dealing  with  dictator- 
ship, like  operating  on  the  eye  with  a 
butcher  knife.  They  said,  too,  that  we 
were  partly  to  blame 
for  what  was  hap- 
pening in  Germany, 
because  of  the  “re- 
venge” element  in 
the  Versailles  Peace 
Treaty,  the  awful  ex- 
perience of  inflation 
in  Germany  and  the 
virtual  wiping  out  of 
the  German  middle 

Other  Americans  disagreed  violently. 
They  said  the  Germans  were  just  naturally 
mad  dogs  and  should  have  been  extermi- 
nated the  first  time.  While  that  kind  of 
talk  shocked  most  people,  they  persisted; 
“Granted  that  a lot  of  it  was  our  fault 
and  we  would  act  differently  if  we  had  it 
to  do  over  again,  what  are  yon  going  to 
do  notv?  Hitler  is  on  the  march.  Would 
)ou  let  him  go  on?  What  can  you  do  when 
a mad  dog  is  at  large  except  shoot  him 
dead,  and  fast?” 

This  time  it  tvas  necessary  to  shoot  a 
great  many  mad  dogs,  and  not  only  those 
actually  in  the  armies.  Vast  numbers  of 
civilians  had  to  be  killed,  too.  That  went 
against  the  grain  tvith  a good  many  of  us, 
l)ut  “they”  did  it  first,  and  what  can  you 
do  with  such  inhuman  beasts  but  send  back 
more — a lot  more — than  “they”  give? 
It’s  the  only  thing  “they”  understand. 

So  eventually  we  taught  them  a real 
lesson.  Some  of  onr  scientists,  because  they 
knew  the  Germans  were  working  on  them, 
made  atomic  bombs.  And  since  the  Ger- 
mans had  given  up  by  the  time  we  had 
the  bombs  ready,  we  dropped  them  on 
the  Japanese.  A great  many  of  our  boys 
died  in  this  Second  World  War  and  it 


"They  said  the  Ger- 
mans were  naturally 
mad  dogs.  . . ." 


class,  and  so  on. 


cost  a terrific  amount  of  money.  But  Hit- 
ler and  Tojo  were  licked.  This  time  we 
really  had  put  an  end  to  dictatorship  and 
totalitarianism.  Everybody  could  breathe 
easy  at  last. 

Biggest  Mad  Dog  Yet 

Alas  for  our  hopes!  Soon  another  mad 
dog  was  loose — Stalin.  We  had,  as  a mat- 
ter of  fact,  eagerly  accepted  Russia  under 
Stalin  as  an  ally  against  the  German  and 
Japanese  mad  clogs.  No  Americans  of  any 
importance,  including  Senator  McCarthy 
and  his  followers,  raised  any  objections  to 
this  strange  alliance  during  the  war.  Only 
a few  pacifists,  mindful  of  a saying  about 
Satan  casting  out  Satan,  expressed  doubts 
as  to  whether  mad  dogs  would  get  rid  of 
mad  clogs  for  us.  Others  spoke  of  Stalin  in 
those  days  as  “good  old  Joe.”  Some 
thought  the  Kremlin  would  be  lured  away 
from  totalitarianism  by  alliance  with  the 
“democracies.”  Most  just  figured  that  if 
one  mad  dog  wanted  to  help  you  in  kill- 
ing another,  that  was  fine.  If  they  thought 
beyond  that,  it  was  to  the  effect  that  if 
Stalin  displayed  mad  dog  designs  against 
us  after  the  war,  well,  we  didn’t  need  to 
be  told  what  to  do  with  mad  dogs! 

After  the  war,  the  Soviet  regime  acted 
on  the  same  theory  we  had,  viz.,  that  you 
accept  any  ally  when  things  are  desperate, 
and  afterward  resume  your  regular  course. 
It  felt  that  its  success  in  the  war  vindi- 
cated Communist  totalitarianism.  It  con- 
tinued its  efforts,  as  in  China  and  Korea, 
to  expand  Communi,sm  by  various  means, 
including  force.  Like  all  victors  in  war, 
it  believed  it  had  jrroved  that  “violence 
pays”! 

All  this  irritated  and  alarmed  us  no 
end,  and  still  does.  Though  some  think 
that  the  Communist  bloc  may  now  be 
considerably  shaken,  basically  Americans 
feel  that  Communism  presents  us  with  the 
most  powerful  mad  dog  we  have  yet  en- 
countered. Moreover,  this  mad  dog  has 
let  loose  a plague  of  rats  in  all  the  un- 
developed and  in  all  the  democratic  coun- 
tries, Communist  rats  who  infiltrate,  make 
trouble  and  break  down  morale.  And  the 
people  who  come  under  their  sway  acquire 
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ihe  same  awful  habit  of  obedience  and 
unquestioning  submission  to  orders. 

Again  there  are  men  back  from  the 
wars  who  say:  “Never  again!  Two  World 
Wars,  war  under  the  guise  of  ‘police 
action’  in  Korea,  Cold  War,  and  still  we 
face  a bigger  and  more  powerful  dictator- 
ship than  ever.  There  must  be  a catch 
somewhere.  The  idea  that  you  can  stop 
this  thing  by  war  is  evidently  a mistake, 
and  it’s  too  expensive  a mistake  to  make 
a third  time.”  There  are  again  those  who 
say  that  some  bad  mistakes  have  been 
made  in  our  dealing  with  the  Russians 
and  we,  or  Roosevelt,  or  Truman  or 
somebody  is  partly  to  blame.  But  finally 
we  get  right  back  to  where  we  came  in: 
“What  are  we  going  to  do  noze?  Are  tve 
going  to  back  down  and  let  Malenkov 
take  over  Korea  or  Mao  Tse-tung  take 
over  Indo-China?  Are  we  going  to  break 
up  our  atomic  bombs,  especially  now  that 
the  Kremlin  has  them  too?  Does  anyone 
have  any  doubt  that  they  would  use  them 
on  us  or  keep  them  hanging  over  our 
heads  while  they  imposed  Communism 
on  us  and  the  rest  of  the  world?” 

So  we  are  told  we.  must  get  ready  to 
shoot  down  mad  dogs  again.  This  time 
we  have  a stockpile  of  super-atomic 
bombs.  Furthermore,  if  “necessary”  we 
are  going  to  poison  the  dogs  and  the  rats 
and  their  families,  or  infect  them  with 
diseases  with  bacterial  weapons. 

But  the  monotonous  story  is  under- 
going a change.  As  the  wars  get  bigger 
and  come  closer  together,  the  assurance 
that  the  next  one  really  will  be  the  last 
and  will  definitely  put  an  end  to  dictator- 
ship grows  less.  In  fact,  it  has  practically 
disappeared.  People  talk  now  about  the 
possible  destruction  of  civilization,  and 
even  the  end  of  the  race.  The  argument 
for  continuing  down  the  road  to  atomic 
and  bacterial  war,  even  though  suicide 
may  lie  at  the  end  of  it,  seems  to  boil 
down  to  this:  that  nobody  wants  to  be  a 
coward  and  if  you  have  to  go  down,  it  is 
better  to  go  down  fighting.  One  of  the 
big  atomic  scientists  said  to  me,  “Ameri- 
cans would  rather  be  dead  lions  than 
live  mice.” 


Put  ill  those  terms,  maybe  there  is 
something  to  say  for  our  present  course  of 
action.  Certainly  no  one  wants  to  be  a 
coward.  But  sensible  persons  will  agree 
that,  before  we  accept  the  risk  of  mass 
suicide  and  the  certainty  of  spiritual  deg- 
radation that  go  with  atomic  war,  we 
ought  at  least  to  study  the  situation  once 
more  and  see  whether  there  is  not  an- 
other choice  possible.  Maybe  we  are  not 
so  brave  as  we  think.  Maybe  we  are  sheep, 
blindly  following  the  leader,  rushing  in 
panic  to  slaughter.  If  we  start  out  with 
the  idea  of  killing  a mad  dog  and  end  up 
with  all  mankind  leading  a mad  dog’s  life 
— and  perhaps  not  even  with  the  assur- 
ance of  surviving  on  that  debased  level — 
it  could  be  that  the  mad  dog  theory  was 
wrong  all  the  time! 

The  Devil-in-the-Leg  Theory 

Consider  now  a hypothetical  primitive 
society  living  somewhere  in  an  unexplored 
jungle,  and  hypothetical  Mr.  Jones  who 
is  a member  of  it.  Jones  has  developed  a 
festering  sore  on  his  leg  that  the  local 
medicine  man  diagnoses  as  a “devil.” 

Obviously  Jones  has  to  get  rid  of  the 
thing.  Thinking  that  the  sore  is  the  dis- 
ease and  not  a mere  symptom,  and  that 
the  disease  is  not  a part  of  himself  but  a 
devil  that  has  attacked  him  from  the  out- 
side, he  obeys  the  counsel  of  his  medicine 
man  and  hacks  off  the  leg.  True,  he  is 
now  pretty  badly  crippled,  but  he  is 
alive  and  he  has  killed  the  devil.  That 
will  teach  all  devils  a lesson,  he  is  assured. 

However,  after  a time  the  same  kind  of 
sore  develops  on  the  other  leg.  What  is 
there  to  do  except  hack  the  thing  away 
again  and  kill  the  new  devil  that  has 
moved  in  on  him,  even  if  it  costs  another 
leg?  At  any  rate,  he  will  be  alive  and  spir- 
itually sound  because  the  devil  will  have 
been  destroyed. 

Alas,  after  a very  short  interval,  the 
cripple  finds  that  the  same  kind  of  illness 
has  now  attacked  his  stomach.  The  medi- 
cine men  gather  once  more  to  beat  their 
drums.  Their  verdict  is  that  the  devil  has 
moved  in  again.  Both  for  the  patient’s 
sake  and  for  that  of  all  the  tribe,  the  new 
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devil  has  to  be  destroyed.  It  is  true  that  il 
the  demon  is  killed  in  his  new  abode,  the 
patient  may  not  survive  at  all.  But  there 
is  a tiny  chance  that  he  may  survive  with 
patched-up  insides,  a tiny,  tiny  chance 
that  there  may  not  be  a fourth  devil,  or 
that  the  fourth  one  may  be  too  scared  to 
tackle  the  man  again.  Furthermore,  the 
medicine  men  exhort  the  man  not  to  be 
a coward,  not  just  to  give  in  to  the  devil, 
not  to  flaunt  the  age-old  wisdom  of  the 
medicine  men  of  his  tribe,  and  not  to  be 
queer  and  disregard  the  customs  of  his 
tribe.  .So  the  patient  is  worked  on  again 
with  an  axe.  .Another  devil  has  been 
given  his  due. 

Primitive  men,  and  even  some  not  so 
jjrinutive,  actually  have  treated  bodily 
illnesses  in  ways  as  stiqrid  and  pointless 
as  this.  But  in  time  man  learned  that 
there  was  no  devil  in  the  man's  leg.  The 
disease  was  not  something  that  resided  in 
the  leg:  it  tvas  a disease  of  the  whole  body, 
of  the  bloodstream.  Furthermore,  you 
were  not  destroying  something  extrane- 
f)us,  something  not  a part  of  yourself, 
when  you  chopped  oft  a leg  in  order  to 
get  rid  of  the  devil  in  it;  you  were  killing 
yourself.  And  while  in  a certain  sense  you 
were  brave,  and  there  is  always  .something 
to  be  said  for  bravery,  it  was  in  this  case 
beside  the  point.  You  were  a victim  of 
ignorance  and  superstition:  your  own, 
your  medicine  men's,  your  whole  luckless 
tribe’s. 

All  illustrations  are.  of  course,  limited 
in  their  apiflication.  But  I venture  to  sug- 
gest that  we  shall 
get  a much  better 
picture  ol  the  real 
nature  of  the  trouble 
the  world  is  in  and, 
therefore,  ol  hotv  we 
may  get  ourselves  out 
of  it,  if  we  look  at 
these  matters  tviih  the 
help  of  our  story  ol 
primitive  man  and 
his  disease,  than  il  we 
ct)ntinue  thinking  in 
terms  of  the  mad  dog 
tve  have  to  shoot. 


Our  'Western  world  is  suffering  from 
a disease.  The  defect  in  our  treatment 
of  the  disease  in  this  Twentieth  Century 
stems  largely  from  the  fact  that  we  do 
not  see  this  Western  world — and  all  man- 
kind, for  that  matter — as  a single  organ- 
ism. We  see  an  ugly  sore  breaking  out  in 
a certain  part  of  the  world,  and  we  do 
not  conclude  that  this  means  that  the 
body  of  "Western  civilization  is  sick.  We 
think,  in  the  first  place,  that  a devil  rules 
the  place.  And  in  the  second  place,  we 
think  that  the  country  in  which  this  devil 
resides  is  separate  from  us.  In  attacking 
this  devil,  therefore,  we  can  safely  devas- 
tate his  country  and  its  people  without 
hurting  ourselves  at  all. 

Cure  for  Common  Diseases 

But  we  are  tragically  wrong.  The  West- 
ern world,  and  all  the  nations  in  it,  espe- 
cially the  big  ones,  are  sick.  The  illness 
is  mental  and  sjiiritual  as  well  as  jrolitical 
and  economic.  We  are  suftering  from  our 
ignorance  and  superstitions — our  individ- 
ual ones;  those  of  our  medicine  men  in 
politics,  press,  radio,  church;  those  of  our 
respective  nations  and  of  Western  civili- 
zation as  a whole.  When  we  call  in  the 
medicine  men  and  beat  the  drums  and  go 
out  hunting,  we  shoot  primarily  our- 
selves. We  blast  away  at  our  own  legs 
and  arms  and  heads.  We  are  idiots,  com- 
mitting suicide. 

All  this  suggests  that  if  we  want  an 
answer  to  the  question  of  what  to  do  to 
stop  dictators,  we  ought  to  try  to  get  our 
temperatures  down 
so  that  we  can  study 
with  some  measure 
of  calm  the  basic 
difficulties  that  our 
world  is  up  against. 
Calling  each  other 
names  is  like  one  leg 
cursing  the  other,  or 
the  ear  piuting  out 
the  eye. 

One  of  the  basic 
insights  of  all  the 
great  teachers  of  non- 
violence, such  as 


"The  tension  in  him  is  your  ten- 
sion reflected  back  on  you." 


Jesus  and  Gandhi,  is  that  your  “enemy”  is 
always  in  an  important  degree  yourself, 
your  “other  self.”  The  tension  in  him  is 
your  tension  reflected  back  on  you.  Many 
a parent  has  suddenly  become  aware  tliat 
this  is  what  happens  in  a diflicidt  laniily 
situation  in  liis  relation  to  that  “enemy,” 
his  own  (hikl,  his  own  creation  and 
“other  self.” 

So  in  all  kinds  of  relationships  one’s 
own  aggressiveness  arouses  the  other’s 
defensiveness.  More  than  that,  one’s  own 
defensiveness  tends  to  arouse  aggression  in 
another.  If  you  feel  that  you  have  to  put 
up  your  guard  against  another  human 
being,  he  naturally  concludes  you  are  the 
kind  of  person  against  whom  it  will  be 
well  for  him  to  be  on  guard.  Your  uneasi- 
ness in  his  presence  cannot  produce  a 
sense  of  ease  and  relaxation  in  him.  If 
there  are  things  that  one  nation  hangs 
on  to  so  hard  that  it  will  risk  atomic  war 
rather  than  let  them  go,  another  nation 
is  likely  to  conclude  that  it  is  worth  the 
same  risk  to  take  these  things  away.  “Arm 
yourself  and  you  arm  your  enemy,”  as 
every  armaments  race  in  history  has 
demonstrated. 

The  Mote  and  the  Beam 

These  obvious  facts  of  human  behavior 
account  for  another  bit  of  advice  in  the 
teaching  of  all  the  great  practitioners  of 
nonviolence.  Jesus  stated  it  thus:  “Why 
do  you  concentrate  on  the  mote  in  your 
brother’s  eye  instead  of  the  beam  in  your 
own?  You  hypocrite,  take  the  beam  out 
of  your  own  eye  first  and  then  you  tvill  be 
able  to  see  clearly  to  take  that  mote  out 
of  your  brother’s  eye.” 

I do  not  suppose  that  Jesus  meant  that 
in  any  conflict  situation  there  was  literally 
a big  beam  in  one’s  own  eye  and  an  all 
but  invisible  mote  in  the  other  fellow’s. 
After  all,  had  he  been  talking  to  the  other 
fellow,  he  would  have  counselled  him  to 
take  the  beam  out  of  his  eye.  I am  not 
one  who  thinks  the  U.S.-U.S.S.R.  conflict, 
for  example,  can  be  analyzed  satisfactorily 
by  means  of  a cartoon  showing  a huge 
Iream  cluttering  up  Uncle  Sam’s  eye  and 


a barely  perceptilile  mote  in  Uncle 
Tan’s. 

Creative  Action  in  Conflict 

What  Jesus  taught  was  that  in  a conflict 
situation  an  individual  or  nation  can  do 
something  eflective  and  creative  about 
the  trouble  in  the  “enemy”  only  in  the 
degree  that  it  does  something  creative 
about  the  source  of  tension  and  conflict 
itself.  This  shows  again  why  nothing  is 
accomplished  by  shooting  the  enemy: 
what  does  that  do  to  the  source  of  strife 
and  evil  in  oneself,  except  possibly  ag- 
gravate it? 

Edmond  Taylor,  head  of  the  planning 
board  of  O.S.S.*  during  World  War  II, 
makes  essentially  the  same  point  in  a book 
entitled,  Richer  By  Asia,  published  in 
1947.  We  always  want  to  cure  the  other 
fellow  of  his  delusion,  Taylor  suggests. 
But  one  cannot  get  directly  at  the  mind 
of  the  other  fellow  or  group.  The  only 
mind  or  “eye”  you  can  really  get  at  is 
your  own.  Either  you  begin  there  or  you 
don’t  begin  at  all  and  are  sunk.  To  cjuote 
him:  “Instead  of  attempting  the  hopeless 
task  of  removing  irremovable  delusions 
in  others  (let  us)  concentrate  on  the  diffi- 
cult but  possible  task  of  preventing  them 
from  begetting  new  delusions  in  us.”  In 
other  words,  we  Americans  in  our  irrita- 
tion because  the  Communists  or  Russians 
won’t  come  to  their  senses  will  be  well 
advised  not  to  let  them  drive  us  any 
crazier  than  we  already  are! 

Aggression  Produces  Aggression 

It  is  my  conviction  that  these  various 
points  about  human  relationships  can 
and  need  to  be  applied  to  the  present 
conflict  between  the  United  States  and 
Russia,  West  and  East.  There  is  an  im- 
portant sense  in  which  the  aggression  of 
the  West  has  produced  today’s  aggression 
by  the  East.  I’he  Communism  we  fight  is 
a creature  of  our  own  culture.  Such  ideas 
may  be  hard  to  take,  but  as  all  thinking 


* Office  of  Strategic  Services— concemerl  with  psy- 
chological warfare,  “cloak  and  dagger”  activities, 
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people  realize  by  now,  the  situation  is  so  looking  at  the  problem  than  the  way  we 
desperate  that  we  have  to  determine  have  been  in  the  past.  Our  very  existence 
tvhether  there  is  not  another  way  of  may  depend  on  finding  it. 


Suggestions  for  Discussion 

7.  Does  victory  in  icar  really  prove  that  violence  pays?  Does  it 
prove  that  the  victorious  nation  was  “right?”  How  will  the  probable 
reactions  of  the  defeated  nation  affect  the  outlook  for  peace? 

2.  Is  it  true  that  this  is  “one  luorld”  and  that  injury  to  any  part  is 
likely  to  injure  the  whole?  In  what  ways  has  the  defeat  of  Germany 
and  Japan  in  World  War  II  injured  the  United  States?  How  would 
a military  victory  over  Russia  or  China  be  likely  to  hurt  the  Western 
nations? 

5.  To  what  extent  have  the  wars  of  this  century  strengthened  or 
weakened  democracy  as  a luay  of  life? 


Let  us  take  a brief  look  at  some  of  the 
“facts  of  life”  in  today’s  world. 

Arnold  Toynbee,  in  his  most  recent 
book.  The  World  Against  the  West,  has 
pointed  out  that  the  dominant  fact  in 
history  from  about  the  year  1500  was  the 
spread  of  Western  European  peoples, 
later  joined  by  the  United  States,  over 
most  of  the  rest  of  the  world.  Sometimes 
they  took  direct  political  control;  other 
times  they  preferred  to  establish  an  eco- 
nomic hegemony.  When  they  felt  they 
needed  to,  they  waged  war.  The  record 
of  their  conquests  includes  many  outrages 
and  brutalities  upon  civilized  as  well  as 
barbarian  or  savage  peoples. 

This  long  continued  and  terrific  ag- 
gression of  the  West  has  now  been 
brought  to  a stop.  There  are,  in  fact,  signs 
that  a counter-movement  from  the  East 
is  setting  in.  Communism  obviously  de- 
rives much  of  its  appeal  from  the  fact 
that  it  arrays  itself  against  the  Western 
European  imperialisms  and  offers  leader- 
ship to  Eastern  peoples  in  revolt  against 
them.  One  often  hears  the  statement  that 
the  West  may  be  overrun  in  turn  by  these 
peoples  under  Communist  leadership.  No 
one  with  a little  knowledge  of  history  will 
suggest  that  this  is  impossible.  It  is  this 
possibility  that  strikes  fear  into  many  a 


white  man  these  days  as  night  settles  on 
various  lands  around  the  globe. 

"The  Villainy  You  Teach" 

One  recalls  the  closing  lines  of  Shylock’s 
famous  speech  in  Shakespeare’s  The  Mer- 
chant of  Venice,  the  one  in  which  he 
explains  why  he  is  going  to  exact  the 
pound  of  flesh  from  the  breast  of  the 
Christian  merchant  as  the  mutually 
agreed  upon  forfeit  for  his  failure  to 
repay  the  loan.  “If  a Jew,”  says  he,  “hurt 
a Christian,  what  is  his  humility?  Revenge. 
If  a Christian  hurt  a Jew,  what  is  his 
sufferance  by  Christian  example?  Why, 
revenge!  The  villainy  you  teach  me  I will 
execjite,  arid  it  shall  go  hard  but  I will 
better  the  example.” 

Furthermore,  if  one  of  these  long  over- 
due divine  judgments  threatens  the  West- 
ern world,  its  aggression  having  given 
birth  to  aggression,  history  makes  few 
things  clearer  than  that  the  West  is 
doomed  if  it  does  not  have  some  other 
than  military  means  to  meet  this  upsurge 
of  new  powers.  Every  nation  that  has 
taken  the  sword,  in  its  turn  has  perished 
by  it.  When,  as  always  comes  to  pass,  the 
strong  man  is  overtaken  by  one  stronger 
than  he,  the  latter  “taketh  from  him  his 
whole  armor  wherein  he  trusted,  and  di- 
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vicleth  his  spoils.”  Such  laws  of  life  and 
history  we  do  well  to  ponder  as  we  read 
reports  of  the  aroused  masses  in  many 
lands  and  of  Soviet  progress  in  those 
atomic  weapons  in  our  monopoly  of 
which  we  trusted  only  a couple  of  years 
ago. 

But  someone  is  probably  asking:  “What 
has  this  to  do  with  the  United  States? 
Dutch,  French  and  British  imperialism, 
yes,  but  not  American,”  The  answer  is 
tliat,  in  the  first  place. 

Eastern  peoples 
can  hardly  Ije  ex- 
jrecied  to  make  fine 
distinctions  among 
Westerners  and  An- 
glo-Saxons, espetially 
Avhen  they  almost 
always  work  and 
fight  together.  More 
basic  is  the  actual 
role  expansionist 
United  States  has 
jilayed  and  still  is 
playing. 

From  our  side  of  the  Iron  Curtain  we 
sec  a dynamic,  ever-expanding  Russia,  If 
it  is  stopped  for  a while,  it  gets  going 
again  soon  enough.  It  rolls  over  other  na- 
tions like  a steam-roller.  Other  people,  as 
ourselves,  are  resentful  or  afraid,  and  ask 
apprehensively,  “Where  is  this  going  to 
end?” 

But  the  Russians  think  the  same  thing 
about  us.  They  tell  about  a handful  of 
American  colonies  on  the  Atlantic  sea- 
board spreading  all  the  way  across  to  the 
Pacific,  to  Puerto  Rico,  the  Panama 
Canal,  Alaska  and  Hawaii.  They  claim 
that  we  used  the  steam-roller  on  Mexico, 
Panama  and  the  Philippines  when  we 
thought  we  had  to.  They  point  to  Ameri- 
can bases  and  troops  all  over  the  w’orld. 
The  Atlantic,  the  Pacific,  the  Mediter- 
ranean, the  ,Sea  of  Japan,  and  probalrly 
the  Persian  Gulf,  are  now  “y\merican 
lakes,”  v'here  no  ships  may  sail  if  the 
.American  Navy  and  .Air  Force  forlrid.  As 
someone,  not  a Russian,  said  recently, 
"For  isolationists,  these  .Americans  cer- 
tainly get  around.” 
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.A  second  respect  in  which  the  West, 
and  in  particular  the  United  States,  is 
the  “aggressor”  in  today’s  world  has  to  do 
with  the  technology  of  war.  Whenever 
some  nation,  like  the  ancient  Hittites  or 
whoever  it  was  that  first  used  iron  to  make 
weapons,  made  a decisive  advance  in  war 
technology,  that  nation  was  felt  to  be  an 
aggressor.  It  inspired  suspicion  and  fear. 
Others  felt  defenseless  before  it  unless 
and  until  they  could  catch  up.  Many  can 
recall  how  the  start- 
ling advances  in  war 
aviation  by  Germany 
under  Hitler  called 
lorili  the  same  reac- 
tion. 'I'hese  aggres- 
sors must  be  “cjuar- 
antined,”  said  Frank- 
lin D.  Roosevelt  in 
a famous  speech. 

Today  the  United 
States  is  in  the  posi- 
tion of  having  led  by 
far  the  most  tre- 
mendous advance  in  war  technology  in 
all  history.  It  was  not  the  Fascists,  Nazis, 
Japanese  militarists  or  Communists,  but 
peace-loving  Americans  who  by  unilateral 
action  at  Hiroshima  and  Nagasaki  cata- 
pulted the  world  into  atomic  war.  It  is 
unreasonable  of  us  to  expect  that  other 
peoples  are  going  to  react  any  differently 
to  our  supremacy  in  war  technology  than 
to  other  nations  in  a similar  position. 
Nations  making  such  advances  have  in- 
variably proclaimed  that  their  possession 
of  the  superior  new  weapons  at  last 
guaranteed  the  peace  of  the  world.  No 
one  ever  believed  it.  Even  British  spokes- 
men today  may,  on  the  one  hand,  assert 
that  the  retaliatory  jrower  in  American 
hands  is  the  one  thing  that  has  preserved 
the  world  from  another  general  war, 
while  at  the  same  time  they  are  deeply 
disturbed  over  their  island’s  being  the 
base  for  U.S.  airfleets  and  destined  to  be 
demolished  if  war  comes. 

.As  for  the  Russians,  it  seems  clear  that 
their  post-war  behavior  can  largely  be 
explained  by  supposing  that  they  have 
been  saying  to  the  American  government 
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and  people,  in  effect:  “You  were  bent  on 
achieving  a monopoly  of  atomic  weapons. 
You  wanted,  in  the  power  struggle,  to 
be  in  a position  to  say  the  last  word.  Self- 
righteously  you  assumed  that  this  guar- 
anteed world  peace,  that  we  and  all  others 
would  rejoice  that  God  had  })laced  the 
A-bomb  in  such  trustworthy  hands.  Well, 
we  do  not  feel  like  playing  ball  evith  you 
on  these  terms.  We  want  to  be  in  a posi- 
tion to  bargain  on  equal  terms — from  a 
‘position  of  strength,’  to  borrow  a favorite 
American  phrase — or  better  still,  to  have 
the  position  of  supremacy  that  you  cov- 
eted. When  that  time  comes,  real  peace 
will,  naturally,  be  possible.” 

It  is  very  wicked  of  the  men  in  the 
Kremlin  to  behave  like  this  and  to  be 
willing  thus  to  take  on  a share  of  respon- 
sibility for  plunging  the  world  into  atomic 
war.  But  who  set  the  example?  “The  vil- 
lainy you  teach  me  I will  execute,  and  it 
shall  go  hard  but  I will  better  the  ex- 
ample.” They  that  sow  the  wind  may 
reap  the  whirlwind. 

Woe  Unto  the  Rich 

We  skip  over,  for  the  present,  the  dis- 
turbing effect  of  our  general  technology 
and  industrialism  forcing  drastic  changes 
in  economic  systems  and  ancient  cultures 
in  many  lands.  But  there  is  one  aspect  of 
our  economic  life  which  we  do  need 
to  look  at  in  order  that  Americans  may 
understand  how  they  come  to  be  dis- 
liked  and  h a te  d , 
thought  of  as  the 
aggressors,  the  irrita- 
ting and  disturbing 
element  among  the 
nations.  This  is  the 
fact  that  the  United 
States  has,  speaking 
roughly,  half  of  the 
wealth  of  the  world. 

Suppose  there 
were  a family  of 
twenty  brothers  and 
each  mealtime  food 
enough  for  two 
square  meals  was  put 
on  the  table,  one 


half  Ijefore  the  brother  at  the  head  of 
the  table,  and  the  other  to  be  divided 
among  the  other  nineteen.  \Voidd  there 
be  any  cpiestion  as  to  ^vho  woidd  be  re- 
garded as  the  aggressor  or  troublemaker? 
If  occasionally  the  big  :ind  well-fed  Inolh- 
er  sent  some  morsels  down  the  table, 
might  not  even  this  seem  another  form 
of  aggression  and  humiliation,  especially 
if  the  well-fed  brother  tended  to  pride 
himself  on  his  benevolence  and  periodi- 
cally shouted  that  there  would  be  “no 
more  hand-outs”  to  lazy  and  inefficient 
fellows?  Even  if  it  were  indubitably  the 
case  that  the  big  brother  had  “earned” 
his  keep,  it  simply  is  not  possible,  either 
in  economic  or  psychological  terms,  to 
keep  a family  of  persons  or  nations  to- 
gether on  such  a basis  of  economic  im- 
balance. If  the  American  people  remain 
smug,  fail  to  realize  how  the  situation 
affects  the  thinking  of  other  peoples  about 
the  United  States,  and  refuse  to  work  to 
change  all  this,  they  will  be  hated  as  no 
people  has  ever  been  hated.  They  are  ncjt 
far  from  it  now. 

Psychological  Aggression 

In  addition  to  carrying  its  arms  and  its 
political  or  economic  domination  through- 
out much  of  the  world,  the  West  for  cen- 
turies has  perpetrated  an  outrageous  ag- 
gression on  other  peoples  by  its  doctrine 
and  practice  of  White  Supremacy.  Ameri- 
cans were  obviously  not  the  least  offend- 
ers. Literally  and 
otherwise,  majority 
group  members  in 
this  country  for  dec- 
ades pushed  the 
colored  peoples  off 
the  sidewalks  here 
and  abroad.  When 
we  now  encounter 
resentment,  hate,  in- 
solence, arrogance, 
perhaps  terrorism,  we 
meet  ourselves.  What 
men  sow  they  reap. 
The  I5  i 1 1 e r bread 
made  from  the  meal 
g r o u n d in  those 
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".  . . he  sent  some  morsels  down 
the  table." 


mills  of  the  gods  which  “grind  slowly 
but  exceedingly  sure,”  is  placed  on  the 
table  before  them. 

This  thing,  too,  has  a very  direct  bear- 
ing on  the  power  conflict  of  our  time. 
Nearly  all  nations  and  groups  except 
some  of  the  Western  European  and  the 
United  States  have  in  the  immediate  past 
undergone  the  experience  of  humiliation, 
of  being  made  to  feel  inferior.  They  make 
up  a great  Brotherhood  of  the  Humili- 
ated. Communism  with  its  chant:  "Arise, 
ye  tvretched  of  the  earth  ...  we  have 
been  nought,  we  shall  be  all,”  will  have 
an  irresistible  appeal  for  them,  until  the 
day  when  there  is  no  such  thing  as  White 
Supremacy. 

Who  Created  Communism? 

There  is  a still  more  fundamental  sense 
in  which  totalitarian  Communism,  the 
“enemy,”  is  our  creation  and  a product 
of  the  West.  Communism  is,  of  course, 
not  wholly  evil.  Nothing  can  hold  the 
allegiance  of  multitudes  and  organize  po- 
litical and  economic  regimes  that  some- 
how function  unless  it  has  genuinely  pos- 
itive elements  in  it.  The  original  Com- 
munist dream  of  a classless  and  warless 
world,  a brotherly  society  of  equals,  is 
itself  a creation  of  the  \Vest.  It  is  the 
vision  of  the  prophets  of  Israel. 

It  is  not,  however,  with  these  factors 
that  this  pamphlet  deals  but  rvith  those 
aspects  of  Communism  which  we  reject 
and  feel  we  must  fight.  People  say  that 
any  means  are  justifiable  in  fighting  Com- 
munism because  (i)  it  is  godless  and  athe- 
istic, (2)  it  is  authoritarian  and  mechanis- 
tic, and  (3)  it  is  committed  to  violence 
and  to  the  doctrine  that  the  “end  justifies 
the  means.” 

Communist  Atheism 

When  I hear  about  Communist  atheism. 
I often  think  of  the  pastor  who  several 
years  ago  said  that  the  men  in  his  town 
who  demanded  war  against  Communism 
because  “Communism  closes  the  churches” 
were  the  ones  who  never  attended  his  or 
any  other  church!  It  happens  that  church 
membership  and  attendance  are  going  up 


in  this  country,  but  thoughtful  people 
will  not  regard  this  as  automatic  proof  of 
the  godliness  of  the  American  culture  or 
of  the  people  of  the  United  States.  It 
happens  that  in  Great  Britain  church 
membership  and  attendance  are  drasti- 
cally clown;  few  will  regard  this  as  proof 
that  it  is  a less  Christian  land  than  our 
own. 

When  it  comes  to  other  than  surface 
factors,  M'ho  will  say  that  American  culture 
today  is  godly  or  Christian?  The  “gods” 
of  the  American  university  campus,  an 
American  professor  recently  observed,  are 
Progress,  Relativism  and  Scientism.  The 
philosophies  of  secularism,  atheism,  and 
materialism  upon  which  Marxism  and 
Leninism  have  drawn  did  not  come  out 
of  Russia,  Asia  or  Africa.  They  came  from 
Western  Europe  and  the  United  States. 

To  allude  to  Toynbee’s  The  World 
Against  the  West  once  again,  he  points 
out  that  when  Peter  the  Great  two  cen- 
turies and  a half  ago  sought  to  introduce 
Western  “know-how”  into  Russia,  he  had 
also  to  take  along  elements  of  Western 
Christianity,  since  in  those  days  they  were 
still  tied  together.  When  Lenin  wanted  to 
introduce  Western  technology,  of  which 
the  Bolsheviks  are  enamored,  he  did  not 
need  to  bother  with  Christian  culture  or 
ideas.  All  he  needed  in  order  to  bring 
Russia  what  the  West  had  to  give  was 
Henry  Ford  plus  Karl  Marx,  that  is  to 
say,  mass  production  and  a materialistic 
philosophy. 

To  put  it  another  way,  it  has  been  said 
that  what  you  have  in  Bolshevism  is  “an 
idolatrous  wmrship  of  the  techniques  of 
science  divorced  from  ethical  considera- 
tions.” But,  again,  this  is  characteristic  of 
the  West.  It  is  hard  to  think  of  a more 
glaring  instance  of  this  idolatry  than  that 
presented  by  a nation  whose  most  bril- 
liant minds  are  engaged  in  making  A- 
and  H-bombs.  The  Russians,  as  Edmond 
Taylor  observed,  “share  our  science-idol- 
atry and  the  lacunae  in  our  sense  of 
human  dignity.” 

Granted  that  Communism  generally 
carries  such  ideas  and  practices  further 
than  the  West.  Shakespeare  reminds  us 


that  our  “villainy”  is  not  wiped  out  be- 
cause others  copy  it  and  “better  the  ex- 
ample.” 

Communist  Conformity 

The  second  great  charge  against  Com- 
munism is  that  it  introduces  mechaniza- 
tion, centralization  and  conformity.  It 
makes  human  beings  mere  cogs  in  a huge 
political-industrial  machine.  But  the  tend- 
ency toward  mechanization  and  centrali- 
zation is  certainly  not  something  Russia 
brought  into  modern  life.  It  is  characteris- 
tic of  the  West  and  not  least  of  all  of 
American  big  business.  y\  good  while  ago 
Henry  Ford  said  that  it  was  the  business 
of  modern  management  to  take  the  load 
off  the  worker’s  back  and  put  it  on  the 
machine,  and  to  take  the  load  off  the 
worker’s  mind  and  put  it  in  the  office. 
Modern  industrial  methods  have  certainly 
brought  some  gains  and  have  freed  human 
beings  from  certain  forms  of  drudgery. 
But  a worker  who  has  nothing  left  on 
his  back  and  nothing  left  on  his  mind  is 
only  a caricature  of  a human  being.  The 
feeling  on  the  part  of  people  in  the  West 
that  they  have  no  control  over  what  big 
businesses  and  big  governments  do,  that 
they  are  pawns  on  a chessboard,  is  under- 
standably widespread. 

This  is  illustrated  in  what  is  probably 
the  prevalent  attitude  of  American  youth 
toward  war.  A very  intelligent  and  observ- 
ant English  woman  who  recently  traveled 
widely  in  this  country  and  talked  with 
large  numbers  of 
G.I.’s,  including 
)oung  men  coming 
from  or  going  to 
Korea,  reported 
thus:  “Not  only  is 
the  glamor  gone  out 
of  war  for  your 
youth.  They  do  not 
hate  the  enemy 
either.  A typical 
comment  is  one  a 
young  man  made  to 
me:  ‘If  a Chinese  or 
Russian  came  into 
my  store,  I’d  treat 


him  just  as  I would  you  or  any  one  else. 
But  if  the  government  declared  war  and 
told  me  to  shoot  him,  I would.’  ” It  is 
surely  obvious  that  when  Communism 
drills  people  into  behaving  impersonally, 
as  “things”  who  treat  other  human  beings 
as  “things”  in  crucial  situations,  it  is 
carrying  out  attitudes  and  patterns  set  by 
Western  culture  much  more  than  by  the 
former  Russian  culture. 

Nor  is  the  disease  of  conformity  and  its 
accompaniment  of  hysterical  nationalism 
and  anti-foreignism  characteristic  only  of 
countries  behind  the  Iron  Curtain.  We 
have  only  to  point  to  the  things  which 
such  terms  as  AlcCarthyism,  loyalty  oaths, 
etc.,  suggest.  This  enforcement  of  con- 
formity by  methods  as  yet  less  crude  than 
ol:)tain  in  totalitarian  lands  is  taking 
place  in  a country  which  is  almost  fabu- 
lously well  off  and  on  which  no  bomb 
has  ever  yet  been  dropped.  As  even  the 
New  York  Times  suggested  in  an  editorial 
some  months  ago,  tvhat  will  be  left  of 
democracy  in  such  a country  if  it  ever 
runs  into  real  crisis  or  danger? 

Communist  Violence 

The  third  charge  against  Communism 
is  its  resort  to  violence,  its  espousal  of 
the  doctrine  that  any  means  are  justified 
ill  promoting  “the  revolution.”  But  the 
Russians  were  not  primarily  responsible 
for  World  War  I.  Much  less  the  Commu- 
nists who  nowhere  had  real  power  when 
that  war  broke  out.  It  is  the  Western 
nations  which  in  this 
age  have  played  the 
leading  roles  in 
wars.  John  Foster 
Dulles,  who  will  not 
be  suspected  of  radi- 
calism or  pacifism, 
has  more  than  once 
pointed  out  that  it  is 
war  that  has  given 
the  Communists  their 
great  chance,  rather 
than  Communis  m 
that  launched  the 
series  of  wars  which 
has  cursed  our  time. 


In  the  development  of  the  obscene 
technology  of  atomic  war,  as  we  pointed 
out  earlier,  it  was  not  the  Communists 
who  leil  the  way.  How  real  or  great  is  the 
moral  difference,  the  scrtiptilousness  in 
the  use  ol  means,  between  nations  that  pre- 
jtare  for  the  ttse  ttf  atomic  mass-destruction 
weapons  to  promote  and  defend  Com- 
munism and  those  who  employ  exactly 
the  same  means,  on  a larger  scale  if  only 
they  can  manage  it,  in  order  to  promote 
;ind  defend  the  American  way  of  life? 

Two  Guiding  Principles 

I have  a firm  conviction — 1 have  tried 
it  out  in  qtiite  a few  instances — that  if 
you  could  sit  down  with  almost  any 
.American  and  cjuietly  talk  things  through, 
he  would  agree  that  in  mapping  out  its 
program  for  the  crisis  the  United  States 
should  start  with  two  principles  growing 
out  of  our  discussion  so  far: 

1.  Toss  the  mad  dog  or  devil  theory  for 
ridding  the  world  of  dictators  and  dic- 
tatorships out  the  window.  In  fact,  toss 
uar  out  the  window.  A man  can’t  saw  off 
his  leg  as  if  it  were  a tree  stump  and  not 
hurt  himself.  No  more  can  the  United 
States  hack  Russia,  Germany,  China  or 
what  have  you  to  pieces  and  not  hurt 
itself.  The  world  is  one  world.  It  is  an 
organism.  “We  are  members  one  of  an- 
other.” Mankind  suffers  from  certain  mal- 
adies: militarism,  expansionism,  national- 
ism. colonialism,  loss  of  faith  in  democ- 
racy, tendencies  to  conformity  and  regi- 
mentation, economic  imbalance,  and 
1 rightful  poverty  over  a large  part  of  the 


earth.  Salvation  lies  in  tackling  these 
problems,  and  tackling  them  together.  In 
the  face  of  this  urgent  and  colossal  task, 
war  is  a distraction — both  silly  and  tragic. 
If  the  human  family  in  the  little  boat  ol 
civilization  on  a vast  ocean  keejrs  on  fight- 
ing, the  boat  and  its  human  freight  will 
sink.  They  perish  together,  or  together 
they  reach  the  desired  haven. 

2.  The  second  guiding  princij^le  is  that 
it  takes  a sane  man  or  nation  to  bring 
others  to  their  senses;  a maniac  cannot 
do  it.  A man  who  has  overcome  alcohol- 
ism in  himself  can  through  Alcoholics 
Anonymous  help  others  to  sobriety  and 
creative  living,  but  only  after  he  has  over- 
come it  himself.  No  man  or  nation  can 
command  another  to  sober  up  and  behave 
rationally  first.  A man  or  nation  can  only 
teach  others  by  example,  which  obviously 
means  by  being  sensible  and  decent  first. 

This  is  why  the  “I  will  if  you  will” 
business — “I  will  disarm  if  you  wilf” — has 
been  such  a miserable  failure  in  the 
United  Nations  as  it  was  in  the  League 
of  Nations.  It  always  really  means:  “I  will 
if  you  will  first.”  On  the  moral  level:  “I 
will  repent  if  you  will,”  meaning  “If 
Russia  uses  H-bombs,  I will  too,”  is  a 
despicable  position.  Therefore,  the  basis 
for  a sound  crisis  program  for  the  United 
States  is  that  the  United  States  must  first 
point  the  finger  at  itself.  How  can  a na- 
tion that  is  yielding  its  democracy  to 
McCarthyism  and  militarism  and  that 
places  its  reliance  on  H-bombs  to  defend 
Christ  and  Christ’s  way,  rid  the  world  of 
Communism  and  war? 


Suggestions  for  Discussion 

1.  If  you  xoere  a Russian,  or  an  Indian,  or  an  African,  do  you 
think  you  loould  feel  that  American  su premacy  in  atomic  weapons 
made  peace  more  or  less  likely? 

2.  How  seriously  do  you  suppose  the  case  for  democracy  is  weak- 
ened in  Asia  and  Africa  by  racial  discrim  in  atioyi  in  the  United  State.'!? 

9.  Do  you  consider  the  United  States  a Christian  nation?  What 
policy  do  you  think  a completely  Christian  nation  would  take  toward 
Russia?  China? 


7^  "Sc  deceit 


The  united  states  must  take  the  lead  in 
adopting  and  carrying  out  a wise,  coopera- 
tive program  for  peace.  What,  concretely 
and  positively,  would  such  a program  be? 
It  may  be  stated  in  some  such  form  as 
this: 

We  want  to  build  a democratic  world 
society,  free  from  totalitarianism.  This 
must  be  a disarmed  world  since  a world 
on  a permanent  war  footing  will  be  ruled 
by  dictatorships — a Barracks,  not  a 
Brotherhood.  The  world  we  seek  to  build 
will  be  an  orderly  and  organized  one  with 
a real  world  authority  that  all  accept  and 
respect,  equipped  if  need  be  with  a fed- 
eral police,  not  an  army.  This  in  the  place 
of  the  autonomous  and  competing  na- 
tionalisms of  today  which  create  the  an- 
archy and  state  of  permanent  war  which 
threaten  mankind  with  destruction. 

Our  diagnosis  points,  furthermore,  to 
the  prescription  that  the  two  chief  re- 
quirements for  halting  the  spread  of  to- 
talitarianism and  eventually  building  a 
democratic  and  orderly  world  are: 

1.  The  United  States  must  share  fully 
in  a cooperative  world  effort  to  end  hun- 
ger, poverty,  disease,  illiteracy,  economic 
and  educational  underdevelopment.  The 
standard  of  living  of  the  masses  in  all  the 
so-called  backward  countries  must  be 


raised  appreciably.  The  immense  gap  be- 
tween the  wealth  of  the  West,  especially 
that  of  the  United  States,  and  the  rest  of 
the  world  must  be  closed.  The  time  when 
a nation  can  solve  its  economic  problems 
on  a national  basis,  apart  from  or  in 
deadly  competition  with  the  rest  of  the 
world  is  past.  The  human  family  must 
now  order  its  economic  life  as  a family. 
As  long  as  widespread  poverty,  economic 
imbalance  and  the  other  ills  we  have 
mentioned  are  alloioed  to  remain,  we  are 
not  stopping  Communism:  we  are  our- 
selves spreading  Communism  and  insur- 
ing its  victory. 

A Global  Program  for  Children 

To  put  the  matter  in  a dramatic  and 
at  the  same  time  very  practical  way:  the 
economic  and  foreign  policy  of  the  United 
States  should  be  a child-centered  one. 
Let  the  United  States  say  to  the  world: 
“Our  policy  is  that  insofar  as  it  is  in  our 
means — material,  intellectual,  spiritual — 
we  shall  see  to  it  that  henceforth  not  a 
child  in  the  world  is  hungry,  ill-clad,  in- 
adequately housed,  subject  to  the  limita- 
tion of  educational  opportunity,  need- 
lessly exposed  to  disease  or  without  proper 
care  in  sickness.” 

Let  us  make  it  clear  that  we  do  not 


mean  children  on  our  side  of  the  Iron 
Curtain  only.  I.et  us  proclaim  that  under 
our  policy  feeding  a hungry  child  or  let- 
tinsT  it  starve  'u  ill  not  hinoe  on  rvliether 
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its  government  tvill  sell  us  uranium  to 
make  atom  bombs  or  give  us  soldiers  to 
help  fight  our  wars.  Let  us  make  it  clear 
also  that  rve  have  no  intention  of  carrying 
out  this  program  of  common  sense,  com- 
mon decency  and  justice  as  an  act  of  char- 
ity performed  by  a Rich  Uncle  for  his 
jroor  relatives,  nor  as  a subtle  means  of 
imjrosing  or  donating  American,  Western 
or  Christian  cidture  to  heathen  who  have 
no  culture  or  “trtie  religion”  of  their  own. 
Much  less  tvill  tve  use  it  as  a means  by 
tvhich  Americans  may  reap  profits  and 
spread  the  idolatrous  worship  of  “the 
jnofit  system.” 

Let  it  be  clear  that  we  understand  that 
we,  too,  are  in  danger  in  the  world  as  it 
is  presently  constituted,  that  we  also  need 
to  be  sated,  that  in  many  ways  we  need 
help  as  in  other  tvays  we  are  capalile  of 
giviuQ;  it,  and  that  it  is  a shared  effort  on 
a global  scale  to  make  economic  life 
decent,  fruitful  and  stable  that  we  have 
in  mind  in  our  child-centered  policy. 

The  Resource  of  Faith 

2.  The  I\'est,  and  in  particular  the 
United  States,  must  “get  religion,”  that  is, 
must  recover  a living,  vibrant,  dynamic 
faith.  This  faith  must  again  make  a genu- 
ine and  deep  appeal  to  the  masses  of  men 
as  the  spiritual  basis  for  a better  tvorld. 

The  greatest  source  of  strength  of  tlie 
Communist  movement  today  is  that  it 
wins  the  spiritual  allegiance  of  youth  and 
of  the  wronged,  oppressed  and  humili- 
ated. It  does  this  largely  because  Commu- 
nism is  a faith  that  is  both  professed  and 
practiced. 

Democracy,  on  the  other  hand,  has  lost 
its  appeal,  especially  among  the  masses  in 
those  countries  which  have  not  yet  cast 
their  lot  with  either  the  Communist  or 
the  democratic  tvorld.  This  is  indulritaltly 
true  of  “democracy"  as  preached  by  and 
practiced  in  the  United  States  today.  The 
Christian  churches  likewise  are  meeting 
barriers,  being  subjugated  or  driven  out 


of  many  lands.  Probably  the  chief  reason 
is  that,  unlike  the  Communists,  we  profess 
a faith  or  faiths  we  do  not  practice.  We 
surrender  democratic  practice  within  in 
our  reliance  upon  militarism  and  war  to 
ward  off  Communism  without.  As  Chris- 
tians we  profess  to  overcome  evil  by  the 
“better  way”  of  the  Cross,  of  faith  in  the 
power  of  the  Spirit,  of  loving  and  feeding 
our  enemies.  We  do  not  practice  this  bet- 
ter way.  We  rely,  finally,  as  nearly  every- 
one else  does,  on  the  atomic  stockpile  to 
deter  evildoers  and  to  ward  off  evil. 

This  shadoiu — of  a faith  professed  and 
not  practiced — will  not  avail  against  the 
Communist  reality — -of  a faith,  inadequate 
and  in  certain  crucial  respects  evil,  Irut 
professed  and  practiced  with  an  un- 
matched devotion. 

What  About  Defense? 

Among  thinking  people  in  this  country, 
there  is  virtually  no  dissent  from  the  two 
propositions  just  stated,  that  we  must 
meet  Communism  on  the  economic  level 
of  human  need  and  that  we  must  meet  it 
f)n  the  spiritual  level  by  a recovery  of 
faith  in  our  o^vn  spiritual  values.  We  do 
not  have  to  go  to  idealists,  pacifists, 
preachers  and  such  for  quotations  to  sub- 
stantiate this.  They  may  be  picked  at 
random  from  almost  any  of  President 
Eisenhower’s  speeches,  for  example. 

BUT,  when  it  comes  to  acting  upon  the 
first — the  economic — prescription,  two 
tremendous  obstacles  are  encountered. 
The  first  is  that  the  practical  people  all 
say  that  first,  or  concurrently,  we  have  to 
look  after  our  military  defenses.  We  must 
ljuild  up  enough  military  strength  to  be 
able  to  deter  Russia  and,  if  it  comes  to 
war,  to  have  substantial  assurance  of  vic- 
tory. 

Liberals  and  progressives,  in  and  out  of 
the  churches,  advocate  the  “right”  com- 
bination of  economic-political  and  mili- 
tary strategy,  of  technical  assistance.  Point 
IV,  relief,  on  the  one  hand,  and  military 
defense  on  the  other.  They  protest,  when 
out  of  office,  when  economic  provisions 
are  reduced.  In  office,  they  want  to  put  as 
much  as  possible  into  economic  aid,  pro- 


vided  always  we  do  not  cut  our  military 
strength  vis  a vis  the  Russian  bloc. 

Squaring  the  Circle 

This  is  an  attempt  to  square  the 
circle,  or  ride  two  horses  going  in  oppo- 
site directions.  Here  are  some  of  the 
reasons: 

1.  Keeping  up  a war  establishment  in 
the  atomic  age  is  almost  prohibitively  ex- 
pensive. Only  a few 
nations  can  afford  to 
be  in  the  business  at 
all.  An  armaments 
race  has  no  natural 
stopping  point.  The 
invention  of  new 
and  more  expensive 
weapons  goes  on 
apace.  Thus  any  na- 
tion that  tries  to 
function  as  a big 
power,  not  having 
infinite  resources  at 
its  disposal,  is  loaded 
with  a huge  military 
budget  and  has  to  take  it  out  of  some- 
body’s hide.  Totalitarian  regimes  take  it 
out  of  the  hides  of  their  own  people, 
especially  the  peasants.  Hence  labor 
camps  and  terrorism.  A privileged  nation 
like  the  United  States  takes  it  out  of  the 
hides  of  starving  Asian  masses,  often  liv- 
ing under  conditions  fully  as  bad  as  those 
of  labor  camps.  Not  even  we  are  rich 
enough  to  afford  an  adequate  military 
establishment  and  to  give  adequate  aid 
at  the  same  time. 

2.  Improvement  of  economic  conditions 
requires  that  trade  flow  along  natural 
channels.  East  Germany  should  be  able 
to  trade  with  West  Germany;  France 
should  get  coal  from  Poland  rather  than 
having  to  import  expensive  coal  from  the 
United  States;  Japan  and  China  should 
trade  with  each  other.  But  this  cannot  be 
permitted  because  sensible  people  don’t 
build  up  their  enemies.  War  has  to  be 
waged  on  the  economic  as  well  as  other 
fronts.  If  nations  build  up  huge  walls  or 
dig  vast  chasms  between  each  other  for 


jrower  struggle  purposes,  they  cannot  at 
the  same  time  freely  exchange  goods — or 
ideas  either,  for  that  matter. 

3.  Because  of  the  paramountcy  of  mili- 
tary strategic  considerations,  in  the  show- 
down aid  policies  are  always  subordinated 
to  power  needs.  We  “give”  billions  to  Ko- 
reans and  Indo-Chinese  to  fight  each 
other  and  to  destroy  their  respective 
countries.  We  support  elements  in  Japan, 
such  as  fonner  in- 
dustrial and  military 
leaders,  that  will 
saddle  the  Japanese 
with  a military  estab- 
lishment again  and 
may  w'cll  equip  Ja- 
pan for  future  mili- 
tary advances.  We 
support  the  Malan 
regime  in  South 
Africa  because  it  will 
sell  us  uranium  and 
other  strategic  goods 
for  our  atomic  arse- 
nal. AV^e  oppose  or  try 
to  slow  down  popular  revolutions  against 
landlordism  and  make  it  our  primary  con- 
cern to  keep  these  countries  in  our  mili- 
tary orbit  so  that  we  may  continue  to  get 
rubber,  oil,  tin,  etc.,  on  easy  terms.  It  is 
utterly  impossible  to  do  these  things  and 
at  the  same  time  substantially  and  rapidly 
to  raise  the  level  of  the  masses  and  stabi- 
lize world  economy.  Increasingly  the  up- 
surging masses  scorn  our  aid  when  we  tie 
strategic  strings  to  it  and  actually  zvel- 
corne  the  Communists  who  have  no  dol- 
lars to  give  and  promise  only  blood,  sweat 
and  tears — with  liberation  from  the  ]Vest! 

For  these  and  other  reasons,  the  effort 
to  combine  economic  and  military  strat- 
egy always  turns  out  to  mean  that  military 
considerations  come  first  and  economic 
far  behind,  if  not  dropping  out  of  the 
picture  altogether. 

The  Eisenhower  Program 

Of  this  ominous  truth  we  have  a per- 
fect illustration  in  the  policy  of  the  Eisen- 
hower administration.  (For  that  matter. 


".  . . a child-centered  program." 


Adlai  Stevenson  and  the  Fair  and  New 
Dealers  furnish  the  same  lesson,  for  it  is 
the  presumably  liberal  Democrats  who 
now  clamor  most  loudly  that  the  econ- 
omy drive  of  the  Eisenhower  regime 
threatens  our  defense!)  A liberal,  Repub- 
lican businessman  representing  the  United 
States  on  a United  Nations  Commission 
has  told  his  colleagues  that  the  United 
States  must  drastically  cut  aid  to  other 
countries  and  virtually  wipe  out  any  for 
which  it  does  not  get  a direct  and  cjtiick 
military  quid  pro  quo — until  general  dis- 
armament has  been  achieved.  Then  it  will 
gladly  devote  to  economic  aid  a substan- 
tial part  of  what  is  saved. 

Why  Should  They  Believe  Us? 

Ellis  sounds  logical  and  sensible.  But 
the  reasoning  is  twisted.  For  one  thing, 
why  should  we  expect  that  other  peoples 
are  going  to  believe  this  promise?  We  tell 
them  that  now  when  we  are  insecure  we 
cannot  help  them;  we  have  to  put  all 
we’ve  got  into  military  defense.  But  when 
ive  are  secure  we  shall  come  to  their  aid. 
They  are  certain  to  think,  even  if  they  are 
loo  polite  or  scared  to  say  so,  that  if  we 
are  so  wedded  to  “enlightened  (?)  self- 
interest”  that  we  cannot  look  beyond  our 
own  noses  when  we  need  friends,  we  are 
not  likely  to  be  more  astute  or  generous 
when  we  are  sitting  easy  and  pretty. 
•Mready  they  can  hear  the  thunderous 
clamor  to  lower  taxes  from  business  men 
who  can  be  made  to  pay  taxes  for  “de- 
fense” (which,  incidentally,  helps  to  dis- 
pose of  surplus  production),  but  who 
don’t  want  to  be  taxed  for  frills,  such  as 
“milk  for  Hottentots,”  in  peace  time. 
Other  peoples  are  convinced  that,  in  our 
well-nigh  idolatrous  worship  of  Free  En- 
terprise, onr  leaders  will  proclaim  that 
“business  is  business  and  not  charity,” 
that  we  must  now  compete  for  the  control 
of  world  markets. 

Ear  more  important,  the  United  .States 
is,  in  effect,  saying  that  its  policy  now  is 
to  build  an  imjjregnable  wall  around  this 
already  rich  and  immensely  powerful  na- 
tion so  that  it  may  not  run  any  risk  of 
losing  its  advantageous  position.  This  has 


priority.  And  if  this  means  that  multitudes 
must  be  left  starving  or  on  the  edge  of 
starvation,  even  while  grain  surpluses 
overflow  our  own  warehouses,  and  that 
we  cannot  now  tackle,  on  a world  scale, 
the  campaign  to  eliminate  poverty,  dis- 
ease and  lack  of  educational  facilities 
from  the  heritage  of  the  earth’s  children 
— well,  that  is  too  bad;  it  cannot  be 
helped;  “We  have  no  choice.” 

When  we  do  this,  we  drive  the  peoples 
in  underdeveloped  areas  straight  into  the 
arms  of  Communism.  We  are  Malenkov’s 
and  Mao’s  best  allies.  The  Communist 
line  is  precisely  that  we  are  a people  who 
are  concerned  only  about  our  own  security 
and  privilege,  that  to  maintain  (jur  fa- 
c'ored  position  we  shall  not  hesitate  to 
wage  atomic  war,  and  that  we  have  no 
real  concern  about  the  plight  of  the 
Tvorld’s  exploited  masses.  We  prove  the 
truth  of  their  line  by  our  action,  even  by 
our  formulated  and  openly  stated  policy. 
We  are  a people  who  think  we  have  no 
choice  but  to  make  more  hydrogen  bombs 
and  that  we  do  have  a choice  and  can 
afford  to  wait  with  concern  and  aid  for 
masses  who  almost  literally  will  starve 
tomorrow — or  more  correctly,  in  their 
present  mood,  revolt  rather  than  starve — 
if  we  do  not  feed  them  today.  As  we  have 
already  pointed  out,  before  our  very  eyes 
they  march  into  the  Communist  camp — 
dictatorship,  terror,  labor  camps  and  all. 
The  Communists  point  to  Russia  and  its 
present  position  in  the  world  as  proof 
that  Communism  is  the  one  tvay — ad- 
mittedly tough  and  in  human  tenns 
costly — in  which  a backward  nation  can 
industrialize  at  a startling  pace,  build  a 
modern  military  machine  and  proceed  to 
tell  the  West  to  go  hang.  They  are  be- 
lieved because,  on  the  terms  we  set,  their 
case  is  irrefutable.  We  do  not  give  the 
underdeveloped  countries  an  economic 
alternative.  They  have  no  choice.  Eurther- 
more,  on  these  terms  the  situation  would 
not  be  essentially  changed  if  we  bombed 
Moscow  off  the  face  of  the  earth.  The 
.\sians,  Africans  and  Latin  Americans 
still  would  not  starve  without  complaint, 
still  would  not  accept  any  form  of  colo- 


nialism  or  submission  to  the  tvhite  West, 
still  would  not  leave  us  in  undisturlred 
possession  of  our  wealth  and  privilege. 

Clenched  Fist  or  Open  Hand? 

Since,  then,  we  cannot  really  stay  in 
the  armaments  race  and  the  global  ])ower 
struggle  and  at  the  same  time  launch  a 
serious  global  economic  program,  we  have 
to  make  the  fateful  choice  of  one  or  the 
other.  To  use  a Communist  symbol,  we 
bave  to  keep  up  the  clenched  fist  and 
make  sure  that  the  arm  behind  it  is 
strong  to  strike,  or  we  have  to  take  the 
fist  down,  open  our  hands,  put  our  food 
and  our  skills  into  them  and  “weaponless, 
armorless,  without  shield  or  spear”  go  in 
childlike  spirit  to  the  needy  peoples  of 
the  earth. 

Many  will  vehemently  interpose  that 
this  is  risky.  Of  course  it  is.  At  this  stage 
in  history,  there  is  no  course  that  does 
not  involve  risk,  pain  and  vast  labors. 
There  are,  alas,  many  Americans,  includ- 
ing peace  workers,  who  think  there  is.  We 
just  do  not  live  in  that  kind  of  world  any 
more.  The  choice  is  the  risky  one  of  an 
all-out  war  policy  or  an  all-out  waging  of 
peace,  l ire  difference  is  that  the  risk  en- 
tailed by  continuation  of  the  arms  race 
and  the  power  struggle  is  final  and  total. 
It  means  extinction,  if  not  physical,  then 
in  any  case  of  democratic  life  in  our 
generation  and  for  many  to  come.  It  is 
national  suicide,  an  ignominous  death 
such  as  has  overtaken  other  powers  one 
after  another,  especially  in  those  historic 
epochs  when  great  states  have  become 
involved  in  a series  of  ever  more  devas- 
tating wars. 


The  Better  Risk 

Why  is  the  economic  strategy  for  deal- 
ing with  Commtinism  a better  risk?  For 
one  thing,  the  undertleveloped  countries 
desire  to  get  rid  of  outside,  that  is.  West- 
ern control  and  of  landlordism  or  feiulal- 
ism.  They  desire  to  move  definitely  and 
fairly  rapidly  toward  raising  their  stand- 
ard of  living  and  overcoming  economic 
backwardness.  Our  consistent  and  sidr- 
stantial  failure  to  help  them  carry  out 
this  program  hands  them  over  to  the 
Communists.  This  is  an  immense  asset  to 
the  latter,  even  in  a strictly  military  sense. 

If  we  reversed  our  position,  we  who  are 
so  much  better  equipped  to  help  these 
countries  than  Russia  is,  they  would  not 
be  on  the  Communist  side.  Even  if  they 
were  not  willing  to  fight  on  our  side,  this 
would  mean  big  changes  in  the  power  re- 
lationship between  U.  S.  and  Rtissia. 

Moreover,  if  the  Russian  and  other 
Communist  people  had  before  them  the 
example  of  peoples  who  were  finding  an 
alternative  method,  more  rapid  and  less 
costly  than  that  of  dictatorship  and  forced 
collectivization,  for  developing  an  ad- 
vanced economy,  this  w^ould  shake  their 
attachment  to  their  present  method  and 
might  well  create  in  them  a demand  for 
an  easier  life.  As  events  since  the  death  of 
Stalin  have  suggested,  the  men  in  the 
Kremlin  would  have  to  heed  this  mass 
demand  or  lose  control.  If  we  really  want 
to  weaken  and  undermine  Russian  dic- 
tatorship and  “liberate”  the  Communist 
peoples,  this  is  the  way  to  do  it,  not  put- 
ting a ring  of  military  bases  around  Rus- 
sia or  imitating  Communists  by  sending 
spies  into  Russia  and  provoking  violence. 


Suggestions  for  Discussion 

/.  How  do  poverty  and  colonialism  spread  Communism? 

2.  What  would  he  the  concrete  meaning  of  a “child-centered” 
policy? 

5.  Has  the  American  program  of  economic  aid  to  other  countries 
been  primarily  for  our  benefit  or  theirs? 

4.  How  luould  you  compare  the  relative  risks  of  the  “clenched 
fist”  and  the  “open  hand”  policy? 
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Suppose  that  in  s^^ite  of  our  disarming 
ourselves  and  embarking  on  a program  of 
worldwide  economic  aid  the  Communists 
wished  to  attack  the  United  States  and 
had  the  means  to  make  an  attempt  at  it. 
This  is  a big  “if,”  but  the  pacifist  is  under 
obligation  to  say  what  he  would  have  the 
nation  do  in  that  case.  I think  his  answer 
would  run  like  this: 

The  fact  that  many  people  actually 
think  that  the  Russians  could  "come  over 
here  and  start  to  impose  Communism  on 
us”  in  a couple  of  hours  by  some  Bolshe- 
vik stunt  of  super-magic  is  surely  an  illus- 
tration of  how  far  our  own  lunacy  has 
developed.  The  Russians  would  have  to 
get  over  here;  they  could  not  do  the  job 
by  remote  control.  They  would  still  have 
to  use  planes  and  ships  to  get  troops  over 
here.  Even  if  we  assume  that  they  were 
capable  of  cjuite  a bit  of  long-range 
bombing,  and  first  did  that  to  us,  even 
though  they  met  no  resistance,  they  would 
still  have  to  attempt  some  kind  of  occu- 
pation: and  to  amount  to  anything,  this 
would  have  to  be  a major  operation,  not 
a sleight-of-hand  trick. 

The  reader  is  probably  thinking  that  if 
American  occupation  troops  and  warships 
were  withdrawn  from  other  countries  and 
American  atomic  bombs  taken  apart,  the 


Russians  would  first  “take  over”  in  those 
lands  and  then  proceed  from  there  to 
tackle  us.  Undoubtedly  they  would  if 
world  conquest  were  their  goal.  But  if  we 
were  completely  disarmed,  how  easy  would 
they  find  the  task  of  taking  over  these 
countries?  They  would  no  longer  have 
the  excuse  that  they  had  to  take  them 
over  to  protect  themselves  from  possible 
American  attack.  In  addition,  if  they  were 
to  get  any  cooperation  from  the  people 
in  the  countries  they  occupied,  they  would 
have  to  be  able  to  pose  as  their  liberators. 
No  nation  welcomes  marauders  or  con- 
querors. But  from  whom  or  what  would 
the  Russians  now  be  liberating  the  Ger- 
mans, French,  Belgians,  Dutch,  English? 
Or  the  peoples  of  Southeast  Asia  and  the 
Middle  East,  if  they  turned  in  that  direc- 
tion? How  could  they  use  their  occupation 
of  these  lands  to  gather  forces  to  take 
over  America  if  they  met  quiet  resistance 
and  refusal  to  cooperate  everywhere?  How 
could  they  run  the  industries  of  those 
countries,  with  their  technicians  and 
workers  not  cooperating?  They  haven’t 
enough  skilled  workers  now  to  run  even 
their  own  industries  with  full  efficiency. 

If  the  reader  still  thinks  that  Russia, 
engaged  in  the  fantastic  and  bestial  career 
of  conquest  that  we  are  now  supposing. 
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would  have  an  easy  time  of  it,  let  him 
reflect  that  Russia  is  not  exactly  having 
an  easy  time  even  now  in  Eastern  Europe. 
Or  consider  the  difficulties  which  the 
Nazis,  at  the  height  of  their  power  and  in 
the  midst  of  war,  had  with  the  Resistance, 
often  mainly  nonviolent,  in  France,  the 
Low  Countries,  Denmark  and  Norway. 

Private  Ivan  Comes  To 

Let  us  try  to  imagine  what  is  happen- 
ing all  this  time  to  the  Russian  soldiers 
who  are  engaged  in  this  fantastic  business 
of  waging  a war  with  no  armies  to  fight 
against,  and  of  “liberating”  peoples  from 
nothing  and  nobody.  We  assume  that  the 
people  of  these  countries  are  practicing 
nonviolent  resistance  of  the  kind  that 
Gandhi  used  so  successfully  in  liberating 
about  a fifth  of  the  human  race  from  Brit- 
ish domination.  This  means  that  these 
“conquered”  peoples  are  friendly  to  the 
individual  Russian  soldiers;  they  do  not 
let  them  go  hungry  or  starve.  They  tell 
them  at  every  opportunity  of  their  revul- 
sion against  war  and  of  their  desire  to 
help  the  Russian  people;  they  tell  of  the 
blessings  of  life  in  a democratic  country. 
On  the  other  hand,  they  refuse  to  salute 
Russian  soldiers,  to  obey  their  orders,  to 
transport  them  on  their  buses  or  railroads, 
to  work  the  factories  under  Russian  man- 
agement. In  all  kinds  of  ways  these  peo- 
ple would  show  their  friendship  for  Rus- 


sians as  people  on  the  one  hand  and  on 
the  other,  their  utter  contempt  and  hatred 
of  militarism  and  tyranny. 

What  would  this  do  to  these  Russian 
soldiers?  What  would  it  do  to  their  mo- 
rale, which  is  the  only  thing  that  keeps 
soldiers  going?  \^’hat  would  they  think 
about  the  indoctrination  they  had  gotten 
about  having  to  drive  Americans  out  of 
Europe  and  Asia  and  about  America’s 
being  ready  to  drop  atomic  bombs  on 
Russia  and  her  satellites?  What  would 
they  think  about  dre  propaganda  that 
peoples  were  waiting  anxiously  to  be  lib- 
erated by  Russia  and  freed  from  tyranny? 

Like  Other  Soldiers 

All  of  the  evidence  is  to  the  effect  that 
Russian  soldiers  in  war  behave  about 
the  same  as  any  soldiers  in  war;  and  that 
Russians,  apart  from  war,  behave  about 
the  same  as  any  other  human  beings, 
apart  from  war.  Therefore,  a lot  of  these 
Russian  soldiers  would  soon  begin  to 
scratch  their  heads  and  say:  “What  is 
this?  What  are  we  doing  here?  Our 
leaders  must  be  crazy,  or  maybe  some 
counter-revolutionists  are  issuing  state- 
ments in  their  name  and  pulling  off  a 
diabolical  plot  to  destroy  Russia  and  to 
discredit  Communism.  Anyway,  there’s 
nothing  for  us  to  do  here.  We  want  to 
go  home  to  Mom,  the  wife  and  kids,  the 
girl  friend.  We  want  to  stop  whatever 
nonsense  is  going  on  in  Russia  that  has 
got  us  into  this  ridiculous  situation,  and 
that  makes  everybody  hate  Russia  and 
Communism  and  love  America  and  Amer- 
ican democracy,  which  isn’t  nearly  as  bad 
as  it  has  been  pictured  anyway.” 

Other  Russian  soldiers  and  officers  in 
this  situation  might  say,  as  quite  a few 
are  doing  even  now,  according  to  the 
American  Army  and  the  papers:  “Thank 
God  we  have  escaped  from  the  Russian 
prison  house.  Now  that  we’re  out,  we 
don’t  want  to  go  back,  at  least  not  until 
there  is  a new  deal  in  Russia.” 

If,  after  all  this,  some  Russian  troops 
managed  to  get  over  here,  we  would  keep 
up  the  same  treatment  of  dogged,  un- 
flinching, imaginative,  nonviolent  resist- 


ance  and  good  will.  W'e  would  refuse  to 
be  trapped  into  abandoning  our  own  de- 
mocracy and  putting  ourselves  under  mil- 
itary control.  The  Voice  of  America 
would  be  telling  the  Russians  what  ^\•a5 
really  hap])cning.  Daring  American  a\i- 
ators  Avould  he  dropping  leaflets  and 
food  packages  over  Russia.  Ships  with 
food  and  technicians  would  be  speeding 
to  needy  peoples  like  the  Chinese  and 
winning  them  over  to  democracy. 

Again,  I ask,  what  woidd  this  do  to  the 
Russian  troops  and  their  people?  I think 
of  Russian  lads  who  might  be  sent  over 
to  American  cities  in  bombing  planes. 
They  would  meet  none  of  the  violent  re- 
sistance they  had  been  taught  to  expect. 
They  would  hear  radio  messages  telling  of 
America’s  refusal  to  be  a party  to  plung- 
ing the  world  into  war.  . . . Some  of  these 
lads,  fascinated  by  the  wizardry  of  their 
machine,  might  “just  for  the  hell  of  it’’ 
drop  their  bomb  load,  as  a thoughtless 
American  lad  might  under  similar  cir- 
cumstances. That  is  the  w'ay  airmen  are 
trained  to  be  impersonal. 

But — remember? — even  nocv  wdien  most 
Russians,  like  most  Americans,  don’t 
w'ant  to  desert  their  owm  country  in  peril, 
apparently  quite  a few  airmen  and  other 
soldiers,  from  Russia  or  the  satellite 
states,  do  escape  into  non-Russian  terri- 
tory if  they  get  the  chance.  Russia  doesn’t 
have  all  the  secret  police  and  other  ma- 
chinery of  espionage  and  repression  just 
because  e\’eryb(jcly  is  so  happy  and  con- 
tented. What  a chance  a lot  of  these 
young  Russians  would  have  to  get  away 
from  it  all  if  the  Russians  sent  air  squad- 
rons to  America. 

A Risk  the  Kremlin  Cannot  Afford 

Do  you  think  the  Kremlin  woidd  risk 
it,  this  opportunity  for  the  best  of  Rus- 
sian troops  to  get  away,  this  bringing  Rus- 
sian soldiers  to  the  point  of  demanding 
that  they  be  taken  home  in  a hurry  be- 
cause they  have  been  on  a fool’s  errand? 


There  is  no  surer  way  to  disconcert  the 
men  in  the  Kremlin  than  for  the  United 
States  to  take  the  lead  in  such  a program 
as  w'e  have  proposed:  an  economic  foreign 
policy  of  imaginative  and  efficient  good 
will  and  friendliness;  the  ahandonmcnt  of 
all  war  preparation,  unilaterally  if  need 
be;  and  nonviolent  resistance  along 
Gandhian  lines  adapted  to  Western  con- 
ditions as  the  means  of  overcoming  vio- 
lence that  may,  in  spite  of  eierything,  be 
attempted. 

Might  Welcome  It 

If  Russian  leaders  are  tolerably  de- 
cent fellow's,  as  American  and  British 
political  and  military  leaders  are,  they 
w’ill  welcome  the  adoption  of  such  a pol- 
icy by  us.  Recognizing  that  they  do  not 
then  need  to  fear  that  any  legitimate  hu- 
man aims  they  may  seek  w'ill  be  destroyed 
by  American  dollars  or  American  bombs, 
they  will  respond  in  kind.  If  they  are  dia- 
bolically evil,  or  hopelessly  crazy  by  this 
time — as  some  of  our  leaders  perhaps  are 
— then  the  sure  way  to  get  the  Russian 
people  to  take  the  bottom  out  from  under 
the  regime  is  the  course  w'e  have  proposed. 
And  there  is  no  other  way  to  do  it. 

The  course  of  war  preparation  and  the 
rest  that  we  are  now  following  keeps  the 
present  rulers  in  pow'er.  The  Russians  do 
not  intend  to  play  .second  fiddle  to  us  any 
more  than  w'e  will  to  them,  and  they  will 
back  their  leaders  to  the  limit  in  this, 
even  if  they  have  to  fight  another  w'ar. 
They  believe  in  their  system  of  revolu- 
tion, for  all  its  shortcomings  or  incom- 
pleteness, as  W'e  do  in  our  w'ay  of  life. 
They  fear  us  as  we  fear  them,  and  the)’ 
W'ill  submit  to  restrictions  and  dictator- 
ships so  long  as  they  see  vast  military 
establishments  arrayed  against  them.  They 
showed  Napoleon  and  Hitler  what  colos- 
sal suffering  they  w'ill  accept,  and  how' 
impossible  it  is  to  conquer  them  in  such 
circumstances.  Do  we  insist  on  being 
show'n  all  over  again? 


Suggestions  for  Discussion 

1.  Would  rnauy  Americans  have  the  courage  to  resist  aggression 
non-violently?  Would  you? 

2.  How  does  such  a program  seem  to  fit  into  a Christian  view  of 
life? 
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There  are  eactors  inhciciu ' in  the 
American  economic  system  itself  that 
stand  in  the  way  of  our  helping  build  a 
cooperative  economy  on  a woild  scale. 
These  must  be  considered. 

Our  system  is  one  that  places  tremen- 
dous emphasis  on  self-interest,  competi- 
tion and  drive  for  profit.  If  we  distribute 
all  that  was  not  needed  of  development 
capital  among  those  who  had  helped  pro- 
duce it,  there  woidd  be  no  scarcity  any 
more,  no  profits  in  the  technical  sense; 
power  would  drop  out  of  the  hands  of  the 
directors  of  our  great  aggregations  of  pri- 
vate wealth.  Although  there  is  a wider 
distribution  of  income  in  this  country 
than  formerly,  there  is  basic  resistance  to 
carrying  this  process  through  to  a conclu- 
sion. Witness  the  present  “business  re- 
gime” in  Washington  and  the  lorccs  that 
put  it  there. 

Under  this  “business  is  business”  system, 
it  is  entirely  out  of  the  (|uestion  to  give 
goods  away.  A couple  of  years  ago  tve 
haggled  even  over  a loan  of  wheat  to  In- 
dia, while  surpluses  glutted  our  ware- 
houses and  the  gosernment  spent  hall  a 
million  dollars  a day  on  storage. 

We  make  an  exception  to  the  rule 
against  giving  away  in  war.  Then  we 
recklessly  shoot  away  thousands  of  bil- 


lions of  dollars,  and  “business”  patrioti- 
cally refrains  from  complaining.  But  in 
normal  times  we  have  to  compete  even 
with  backward  economies.  We  have  to 
invest  where  we  can  get  profit,  sell  at  the 
highest  price  we  can  get  and  buy  at  the 
lowest,  maintain  the  right  to  keep  up 
tariff  walls,  while  complaining  about  other 
nations  that  hamper  the  free  exchange  of 
goods.  For  war  economy  purposes  we 
must  draw  the  major  share  of  strategic 
materials  of  the  world  into  this  country. 
Thus  we  want  the  underdeveloped  coun- 
tries to  remain  essentially  producers  of 
raw  materials  and  cheap  food.  If  we  help 
them  industrialize,  we  want  to  build  our 
own  corporate  enterprises  and  factories, 
or  if  we  lend  capital,  make  sure  that  it  is 
not  used  for  socialization  but  in  order  to 
develop  native  capitalism  and  capitalists. 

Ttlre  masses  in  the  underdeveloped  areas 
do  not  want  such  a regime.  In  fact,  it  is 
not  feasible  for  these  countries  since  they 
cannot  compete  with  the  American  eco- 
nomic colossus.  Even  some  of  the  more 
developed  countries  have  had  to  give  up 
trying.  This  is  another  reason  why  under- 
developed countries  turn  to  Communism. 
But  devotees  of  “the  American  system” 
resist  cooperation  as  a “give-away”  pro- 
gram. It  is  not  too  much  to  say  that  as  a 
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social  force — not  indicting  their  individ- 
ual subjective  motivations — they  will 
almost  certainly  accept  responsibility  for 
continuing  the  power  conflict  and  wag- 
ing atomic  (“defensive,”  of  course)  war 
rather  than  acquiesce  in  basic  economic 
change. 

Creeping  Socialism? 

One  wishes  that  the  people  of  this 
country  with  their  natural  friendliness, 
their  ready  generosity  when  their  hearts 
are  touched,  including  many  a business 
man  and  politician,  could  somehow  be 
helped  to  see,  to  ^eel  in  the  marrow  of 
their  bones,  what  our  economic  system 
with  its  extreme  emphasis  on  individual- 
ism and  on  the  virtues  of  getting  ahead 
of  the  other  fellow,  does  to  multitudes  of 
people,  to  the  underprivileged  majority 
of  the  human  race,  whose  average  in- 
come is  not  so  much  as  a hundred  dollars 
per  year.  Then  we  would  begin  to  under- 
stand why  they  accept  so  eagerly  that 
“creeping  socialism”  which  we  are  taught 
by  the  Voice  of  America  to  abhor. 

A young  woman,  writing  about  her 
contact  with  young  Gennans  drawn  to 
Communism,  points  out  in  a recently 
published  book*  that  in  trying  to  win 
masses  from  allegiance  to  collective  to- 
talitarianism, away  from  mass  man  who 
is  dehumanized  and  enslaved,  we  point  to 
7nan  as  individual,  and  people  do  not 
respond.  “A  world  wasn’t  looking  for 
lonely  apartness.” 

What  we  should  hold  forth  as  the  re- 
lease from  the  bondage  of  mass  man  is 
man  universal.  That  is  precisely  what  we 
would  be  doing  if  we  were  true  to  our 
own  Judeo-Christian  and  democratic 
ideals.  But  our  economic  system  and  prac- 
tice are  not  built  on  this  concept  of  uni- 
versality, brotherhood  and  cooperation. 
So  men  turn  to  totalitarianism,  after  all, 
as  something  more  promising,  less  chilling 
and  devoid  of  promise.  They  turn  to 
something  which  at  least  looks  like  broth- 
erhood. Listen  now  to  Miss  Peel:  “And 
if  we  failed  to  perceive  this,  or  depended 

* Doris  Peel,  The  Inzvard  Journey,  Houghton  Mifflin 
Co.,  Boston  1953. 


wrongly  upon  our  words — how  tremen- 
dous the  field  for  the  voices  which  said, 
not  ‘I’  but  ‘us,’  not  ‘mine’  but  ‘ours,’  that 
said  out  of  darkness,  ‘Brothers,  come ’ ” 

No  Room  for  War  Profits 

If  somehow  by  agreement  we  got  uni- 
versal disarmament,  there  would  no  longer 
be  any  war  industry,  war  jobs,  war  wages, 
war  profits  (something  the  campaigners 
for  universal  disarmament  seldom  stress). 
In  an  unarmed  world  tariffs  would  not 
last  long,  nor  would  masses  in  over- 
crowded lands  long  remain  pent  up  in 
them  with  better  lands  near  by.  The 
near  monopoly  of  good  land  by  a handful 
of  whites  in  African  countries  would  end. 
Universal  disarmament,  then,  is  virtually 
synonymous  with  economic  revolution. 
Again  speaking  of  social  drives  and  not  of 
subjective  motivations,  this  is  a basic 
reason  why  universal  disarmament  is  like 
the  weather  a la  Mark  Twain:  everybody 
talks  about  it  and  nobody  does  anything 
about  it.  To  a large  extent  this  is  also 
why  the  dominant  forces  in  the  United 
States,  after  they  get  through  “forever” 
destroying  German  and  Japanese  military 
might,  soon  set  about  rebuilding  it.  They 
help  free  enterprise  get  on  its  feet  again, 
partly  with  the  help  of  freedom  from  the 
burden  of  an  arms  budget  for  a few  years 
after  the  war!  On  other  grounds  this 
business  of  dismantling  a war  machine 
and  then  putting  it  back  together  again 
is  obviously  illogical  and  idiotic.  When  we 
take  note  that  in  a warless  world  there 
would  be  no  war  economy — no  “solution” 
for  economic  crises  in  war  and  preparation 
for  war — hence  an  economic  revolution, 
we  understand  why  men  of  high  fQ’s, 
high  social  and  ecclesiastical  standing, 
and  often  high  private  morals  and  per- 
sonal piety,  adopt  these  astonishing 
policies.  In  a certain  sense  they  are  logical 
after  all  and  know  full  well  what  they 
are  doing. 

It  is  in  this  connection  that  the  notion, 
fairly  widespread  among  workers,  that 
war  and  war  business  mean  prosperity 
while  peace  will  bring  unemployment  and 
depression,  calls  for  attention.  Labor 


leaders,  committed  as  they  are  to  the  sup- 
port of  “defense”  and  a bipartisan  foreign 
jrolicy,  fail  completely  to  meet  this  prolt- 
lem.  The  one  observation  that  can  lie 
made  here  is  that  when  the  pacifist  says, 
"No  war,  no  tvar  jirosperity,”  he  is  not 
supjjorting  the  notion  that  ]>cace  spells 
poverty.  It  is  war  that  is  essentially,  un- 
qualifiedly uneconomic.  The  transition 
from  a war  to  a peace  economy  ccin  be 
made,  just  as  we  can  go  in  the  reverse 
direction.  It  will,  indeed,  have  to  be  made 
before  long  if  \A'estern  nations  are  not  to 
descend  into  economic  chaos  and  want. 


as  others  before  tliem  have  done.  I con- 
fess that  I do  not  have  a blueprint  for 
this  transition,  but  that  does  not  disturb 
me.  I am  perfectly  certain  that  American 
economists,  technicians,  managers  and 
tvorkers  ran  come  up  with  adccjuatc 
plans  for  a jteace  economy,  provided  they 
have  the  moral  and  political  will  to  do  so. 

When  we  really  want  the  kind  of  child- 
centered  program  of  world  economics 
sketched  above  half  as  much  as  we  want 
a bigger  pile  of  H-bombs,  we  shall  find 
the  way  to  implement  it.  The  cpiestion  is, 
Do  we  really  want  it? 


Suggestions  for  Discussion 

Americans  have  been  mobilized  successfully  for  all-out  luar. 
Could  they  likewise  be  mobilized  for  an  all-out  peace  campaign? 
]Vhat  are  some  of  the  sacrifices  such  a campaign  would  involve? 


T HERE  ARE  iwo  uliiiiiate  queslions  we 
must  now  consider.  11  we  may  use  a mili- 
tary figure  to  state  a pacifist  case,  we  can 
say  that  one  is  the  question  ot  what  we 
fight  /or;  the  other  of  what  we  fight  wxi]i 
and  rely  on  for  a sense  of  security. 

Paradoxically,  life  is  worth  living  for 
those  who  have  something  for  which  they 
will  gladly  give  up  life.  Individuals  and 
nations  need  something  beyond  them- 
selves to  which  they  give  unconditional 
homage  and  devotion.  A nation  cannot 
exist  if  it  has  no  purpose  save  to  exist,  to 
survive  at  any  cost  and  on  any  terms.  It 
needs  a spiritual  goal.  In  the  words  of  the 
Psalmist,  “Except  the  Lord  build  the  city, 
they  labor  in  vain  that  build  it.” 

It  is  equally  true  that  in  the  final  an- 
alysis the  weapons  with  which  a nation 
must  fight  are  spiritual.  Its  defense  and 
security  are  spiritually  based,  or  they  do 
not  really  exist.  Even  military  men  rec- 
ognize that  without  morale,  a spiritual 
factor,  the  biggest  and  best  ecpiipped 
army  in  the  world  is  a shell.  In  answer  to 
the  question,  “What  constittues  the  bul- 
wark of  our  own  liberty  and  independ- 
ence?” Lincoln  replied:  "It  is  not  our 
frowning  battlements,  our  bristling  sea 
coasts,  our  army  and  our  navy.  These  are 
not  our  reliance  against  tyranny.  All  of 


these  may  be  turned  against  us  luithuut 
making  us  lueaker  for  the  struggle.  . . . 
Our  defense  is  in  the  spirit  which  prized 
liberty  as  the  heritage  of  all  men,  in  all 
lands  everywhere.” 

A people  thus  devoted  to  a spiritual 
goal  and  thus  skilled  in  wielding  spiritual 
weapons  would  have  immense  driving  and 
staying  power.  It  would  have  a faith  that 
other  peoples,  especially  the  long  down- 
trodden masses,  could  embrace  in  place 
of  the  Communist  faith  that  has  so  vast 
an  attraction  for  them  now. 

No  Madness  Left 

In  his  Essay  on  War,  Emerson  pictured 
such  a nation; 

“If  you  have  a nation  of  men  who  have 
risen  to  that  height  of  moral  cidtivalion 
that  they  will  not  declare  war  or  carry 
arms,  for  they  have  not  so  much  madxiess 
left  in  their  brains,  you  have  a nation  of 
lovers,  of  benefactors,  of  true,  great,  and 
able  men.  . . . I shall  not  find  them  de- 
fenceless, with  idle  ttands  springing  at 
their  sides.  I shall  find  them  men  of  love, 
honor,  and  truth;  men  of  an  immense 
industry;  men  whose  influence  is  felt  to 
the  end  of  the  earth  . . . and  all  forces 
yield  to  their  energy  and  persuasion. 
Whenever  we  see  the  doctrine  of  peace 
embraced  b\  a nation,  we  may  be  assured 
it  will  not  be  one  which  invites  injury 
but  o)tc,  on  the  contrary,  which  has  a 


fyioid  ill  the  bullom  of  the  heart  of  every 
man,  even  of  the  violent  and  the  base; 
one  against  which  no  weapon  can  prosper; 
one  which  is  looked  upon  as  the  asylum 
of  the  human  race  and  has  the  tears  and 
blessings  of  mankind.” 

The  Western  world  in  its  concept  of 
democracy,  the  United  States  in  “the 
American  dream,”  and  Christians  in  their 
gospel  and  ethic  of  love,  of  evil  over- 
come not  by  evil  but  by  good,  have  knowl- 
edge of  such  a spiritual  goal.  The  diffi- 
culty is  that  we  do  not  pursue  this  goal. 
On  the  one  hand  are  a lot  of  ordinary 
folks  who  have  never  truly  been  taught 
that  there  are  other,  better  means  for 
dealing  with  Communism  than  the  shoot- 
ing mad  dogs  technique.  There  are  the 
hardboiled  who  have  no  scruples.  Then 
there  are  the  many  varieties  of  sophisti- 
cated intellectual  and  spiritual  leaders. 
These  people,  however  they  phrase  it  in 
w'ords,  think  that  it  is  pointless,  at  least 
in  this  modern  age,  to  call  upon  govern- 
ments and  nations  to  behave  ethically, 
not  to  mention  in  a Christian  way,  to 
repent  of  the  sins  of  atomic  and  biological 
war  and  to  trust  in  God.  With  the  chant- 
ing of  the  magic  word  “Utopianism,” 
these  people  dismiss  the  challenge  and 
the  hope  of  building  brotherhood  on 
earth  as  in  heaven.  Alas,  not  a few  peace 
workers  are  among  them,  placing  their 
reliance  on  some  device  by  which  an  un- 
repentant and  essentially  unbelieving  na- 
tion will  on  the  basic  of  self-interest  work 
out  an  agreement  rvith  an  unrej^entam 
and  avowedly  unbelieving  Communist  re- 
gime that  will  bring  peace! 

On  the  other  hand,  if  in  any  typical 
Protestant  church  of  a .Sunday  morning  I 
were  to  say  pretty  much  what  I have  here 
Ireen  tvriting  about  centering  our  national 
jrolicy  around  the  needy  children  of  the 
world,  Christian  hearts  would  be  touched 
and  Christian  heads  rvould  be  nodded 
gravely  in  assent.  And  then,  as  the  Roper 
polls  show,  these  good  Christian  folk 
would  agree  nearly  to  the  man  that  it 
was  also  right  and  rvise  for  the  United 
States  to  keep  adding  to  the  M-bomb 
stockpile  as  the  best  way  to  keep  the  god- 
less, Christ-denying  Communists  from 


coming  over  here  and  dosing  Christ’s 
churches! 

"Not  Practical  Now" 

Two  pastors  of  the  French  Reformed 
Church  were  put  into  a concentration 
camp  during  World  War  11  for  refusal  to 
conform  to  anti-Semitic  laws  enacted  by 
the  Petain  regime.  The  Communists  in 
the  camp  were  impressed  by  two  men  who 
seemed  to  them  to  behave  like  early 
Christians,  for  they  accepted  a second  im- 
prisonment in  the  camp  rather  than  sign 
a piece  of  paper  promising  obedience  to 
collaborationist  laws,  though  few  got  a 
second  chance  to  get  out  of  a concentra- 
tion camp  in  those  days.  “Why  shoidd 
anybody  hesitate  to  sign  a piece  of  paper, 
even  if  it  tells  a lie?” — was  the  Commu- 
nist reaction. 

So  impressed  were  they,  in  fact,  that 
they  began  to  spend  several  hours  every 
day  with  the  pastors  in  studying  the  New 
Testament.  When  the  pastors  were  on  the 
point  of  being  released  again,  one  of  the 
Communists  said  to  them  in  parting:  “We 
recognize  that  your  faith  is  superior  to 
ours.  This  way  of  life  which  Jesus  taught 
and  lived  everybody  ought  to  live.  And 
everybody  will,”  he  added,  “after  the 
Revolution.” 

The  problem  of  morale  and  faith  facing 
the  West  is  here  vividly  laid  bare.  It  is 
that  the  Christian  nations,  Christian 
churches,  Christian  people  are  in  thor- 
ough agreement  with  that  Communist. 
Again  the  “enemy”  is  ourselves.  We  and 
that  Communist  are  agreed  that  the 
Christian  faith  and  way  are  superior; 
agreed  that  some  day  it  has  to  prevail; 
and  agreed  that  this  will  come  to  pass 
after  we- — Communists  and  Christians — 
have  made  it  possible  for  our  ways  of  life 
to  survive  and  prevail  by  our  respective 
impure  and  violent  means.  The  Commu- 
nists believe  it  will  come  to  pass  “after 
the  Revolution”  when  they  are  in  control. 
American  Christians  believe  it  will  come 
after  they  by  the  threat  or  use  of  their 
atomic  arsenal  har  e got  things  under  con- 
trol. But  they  all  unite  in  the  grand 
chorus:  “But  it  isn’t  practical  now!” 


At  an  earlier  stage  we  found  that  it  is 
not  possible  to  be  absorbed  at  one  and 
the  same  time  in  the  power  struggle  and 
in  the  task  of  spreading  general  well- 
being across  the  world  and  building  a 
stable  world  economy.  We  are  faced  with 
a choice  of  goals. 

A choice  of  means  must  likewise  be 
jnade,  however  we  may  shrink  from  it. 
Our  firm  conviction  as  pacifists  is  that  it 
is  not  possible  to  achieve  democracy  by 
undemocratic  means,  to  overcome  Oom- 
munism  by  resorting  increasingly  to  Com- 
munist methods,  to  save  the  values  of 
Christian  civilization  by  throwing  them 
overboard  as  modern  war  requires  us  to 
do.  On  the  positive  side  it  is  our  coinic- 
tion  that  love  translated  into  concrete 
action  for  human  brotherhood  is  the  way 
to  overcome  evil  and  that  the  spiritual 
power  which  flows  through  men  when 
they  give  themselves  to  God  in  faith  and 
obedience  is  real  and  the  most  potent 
force  in  the  universe. 

"Will  It  Work?" 

In  this  context  we  always  come  up 
against  the  question,  “Will  it  work?”  Will 
it  work  with  the  Russians,  the  Commu- 
nists, the  totalitarians?  In  the  abstract  and 
in  general  people  are  usually  willing  to 
grant  the  pacifist  case,  but  the  concrete 
enemy  of  the  moment  is  always  a special 
case.  Nor  would  pacifists  deny  that  totali- 
tarianism in  its  modern  forms  and 
equipped  with  modern  weapons  of 
thought-control,  regimentation  and  ter- 
rorism presents  a tremendous  challenge 
to  pacifists.  It  does  also  to  the  advocates 
of  any  other  method  for  meeting  aggres- 
sion and  tyranny,  a point  which  non- 
pacifists sometimes  overlook.  Their  rec- 
ord, as  we  pointed  out  at  length  in  the 
beginning  of  this  essay,  is  not  one  of 
success! 

But  -what  is  the  pacifist's  answer  to  the 
question  of  w'orkability?  We  are  now  deal- 
ing with  the  problem  of  practicality  on 
another  level  than  a short  way  back  when 
we  were  dealing  with  the  political-eco- 
nomic approach  versus  the  military.  There 
it  was  a question  of  “calculated  risk,”  and 


we  argued  that  on  that  basis  the  chances 
were  that  if  the  United  States  continued 
in  the  power  struggle  and  armaments 
race,  it  would  lose  the  battle  against 
Communism.  If,  on  the  contrary,  it  em- 
barked on  a policy  of  devoting  its  skills 
and  resources  to  developing  a sound 
global  economy,  it  would  probably  win. 
Now  we  are  dealing  with  moral  or  spir- 
itual values.  In  Christian  terms  we  are 
proposing  that  men  apply  Christ’s  method 
of  uncalculating  love,  of  feeding  the  en- 
emy and  so  on,  rather  than  depending 
upon  the  sword  for  defence  or  liberation. 

The  Morally  Responsible 

Stating  the  matter  in  other  terms,  we 
are  here  thinking  of  the  morally  respon- 
sible human  being.  All  w'ho  believe  in 
some  kind  of  moral  order,  whether  or  not 
they  are  Christians  or  consider  themselves 
religious  at  all,  face  a crucial  problem  in 
connection  with  war.  The  question  is  not 
whether  one  is  going  to  die  in  war;  at  the 
appointed  time  all  men,  and  nations  also, 
die.  This  is  in  the  order  of  nature.  The 
question  for  the  morally  responsible  being 
is  what  happens  to  himself  if  he  becomes 
a murderer,  drops  atomic  bombs  on  little 
enemy  children  instead  of  trying  to  bring 
them  food  and  healing.  The  question  is 
what  ynoral  price  he  is  prepared  to  pay 
for  his  country’s  victory  in  war. 

When  on  this  level  the  Christian  is 
asked  whether  the  way  of  uncalculating 
love — of  not  “offending  one  of  these  little 
ones”  behind  the  Iron  Curtain — “works” 
in  some  immediate  political  sense,  his  first 
answer  is  bound  to  be  that  he  doesn’t 
think  this  is  any  of  his  business.  God 
whom  he  knows  in  Christ  commands  love. 
He  does  not  promise  success  to  today’s 
Christian  any  more  than  he  did  Jesus. 
Indeed,  there  is  sure  to  be  a cross  in  the 
picture  somewhere.  One  of  the  signs 
that  we  are  off  the  track  is  that  everything 
goes  smoothly  and  all  men  speak  well  of 
us.  When  the  Christian  asks  God  for  vic- 
tory, success,  a blank  check,  he  has  ceased 
t<}  believe  in  God. 

The  morally  responsible  person  will 
give  essentially  the  same  answer.  He  has 
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lo  Ijc  true,  in  the  final  pinch,  to  the 
highest  that  he  knows.  He  has  to  be  able 
to  live  with  himself.  If  his  moral  standard 
amounts  to  obeying  whatever  orders  some 
government  gives  him  (remember  the 
Nuremberg  doctrine  of  the  guilt  of  in- 
dividual Nazis)  or  if  his  standard  is  what 
he  can  get  away  with,  then  he  is  no  longer 
a moral  being.  This  is  why,  in  lact,  any 
human  being  not  bereft  of  sanity  alto- 
gether “draws  a line  somewhere,”  at  some 
point  says,  “I  can  do  no  other.” 

Where  Draw  the  Line? 

'I'he  modern  pacifist  draws  the  line  at 
participation  in  atomic  and  bacteriologi- 
cal war.  When  he  is  asked  whether  this 
jracifism  is  “politically  effective,”  his  re- 
ply is:  “If  human  beings  do  not  draw 
this  line,  then  where  will  they  draw  the 
line?  What  are  they  waiting  for?”  In  the 
great  drama,  Jakobowski  and  the  Colonel, 
Jakobctwski,  the  refugee,  says  to  the  Nazi 
Colonel  who  has  just  been  engaged  in  tor- 
turing certain  victims:  “There  is  one 
advantage  that  the  hunted  has  over  the 
hunter — namely,  that  he  is  not  the  hunt- 
er.” The  advantage  is  an  ultimate  one: 
not  to  join  the  hunters.  If  a man  loses  it, 
there  is  nothing  to  compensate  for  the 
loss. 

Totalitarian  regimes  do  indeed  present 
a grave  problem,  and  our  argument  in 
no  sense  proceeds  on  the  basis  of  minimiz- 
ing the  evil  of  such  regimes.  But  the 
familiar  argument  that  Gandhi  could  get 
by  with  nonviolence  in  dealing  with  the 
British  but  that  nonviolence  is  no  good 
in  dealing  with  this  or  that  other  regime 
in  practice  means  that  any  methods  hace 
tcj  be  used  with  the  latter,  d'his  clearly 
means  surrender  of  the  moral  life.  It  is 
capitulation  to  the  amoral  or  anti-moral 
philosophy  of  Bolshevism:  any  means  is 
justified  because  my  end  is  good.  Indeed 
it  is  to  fall  lower  than  this  in  the  moral 
scale  because  it  amounts  to  saying:  “The 
mere  survival  of  my  country  at  any  cost 
and  by  any  means  in  a naked  struggle  for 
power  is  justified.”  It  is  to  enthrone  the 
doctrine  of  military  necessity  as  the  moral 
imperatice  and  to  deny,  utterly  and 


finally,  that  “he  tvho  seeketh  his  life  shall 
lose  it.” 

"Somebody  Might  Get  Killed" 

There  is  a curious  cpiirk  in  the  think- 
ing of  people  today.  They  will  witness 
several  world  wars,  as  my  generation  has, 
and  yet  continue  preparations  for  atomic 
and  biological  war,  having  from  experi- 
ence of  the  loss  of  life  involved  in  past 
wars  a frightening  notion  of  what  human 
as  well  as  material  cost  future  war  will 
entail.  Then  somebcjcly  proposes  that  non- 
violence would  be  a better  way  and  they 
say,  “But  somebody  might  get  killed!” 

This  familiar  argument  shows  what  an 
almost  unbreakable  hold  the  war  pattern 
has  on  the  thinking  of  people.  Somehow 
the  slaughter  of  untold  millions  in  war 
seems  rational  or  inevitable  to  them  and 
“somebody  might  get  killed”  is  conclusive 
ground  for  giving  net  further  thought  to  a 
method  the  efficacy  of  which  Gandhi 
demonstrated  in  at  least  one  great  politi- 
cal struggle.  In  almost  any  other  realm, 
]ret)ple  would  have  open  minds  to  some 
further  experimenting  with  the  new  meth- 
od. In  this  realm  the  U.S.  government 
will  have  a fifty  billion  dollar  military 
budget  and  not  appropriate  a nickel  for 
research  in  nonviolence,  and  many  per- 


"One  advantage  that  the  hunted 
has  over  the  hunter." 


sons,  including  intellectual  and  spiritual 
leaders,  either  accept  this  outright  or  then 
go  along  after  making  a feeble  protest 
which  is  dignified  as  “critical  support  of 
the  war  policy.”  What  a rut  for  thinking 
to  be  in  at  what  is  probaltly  the  most 
critical  moment  in  human  history.  What 
jaith  in  material  things  and  military 
means  is  here  revealed! 

If  men  are  not  willing  to  practice  the 
way  of  nonviolence  with  the  same  kind 
of  commitment  and  recklessness  of  cost  or 
consequences  as  they  practice  the  tvay  of 
war  and  as  Communists  work  for  Com- 
munism, clearly  nonviolence  will  not 
work.  They  do  not  want  peace  and  they 
will  not  get  it. 

The  evidence  that  they  who  seek  their 
life  shall  lose  it  is  strewn  all  over  the 
pages  of  history.  As  the  old  hymn  put  it, 

O,  where  are  kings  and  empires  now 
Of  old  that  went  and  came? 

We  cannot  inveigle  God  into  a bargain: 
love,  refrain  from  violence,  pretend  to  be 
willing  to  sacrifice,  and  then  peace,  com- 
fort and  prosperity  will  be  yours,  O Amer- 
ica. Nothing  is  guaranteed.  The  element 
of  risk  and  cost  cannot  be  removed.  The 
nation  that  goes  to  war  has  no  guarantee 
of  victory.  God  will  not  make  a bargain 
with  the  nonviolent  eitlier.  Pacifism  can- 
not guarantee  a cheap  and  painless  solu- 
tion. We  must  risk  even  failure  and  de- 
feat for  the  sake  of  decent  national  be- 
havior. 

No  Christmas  Carol 

It  is  plain  that  only  if  there  l)e  a 
Church  which  is  truly  a fellowship  that 
incarnates  and  practices  love  and  is  pre- 
pared to  lose  its  life,  can  the  jjeople  as  a 
whole  be  expected  to  follow  such  a course 
as  we  have  suggested.  Suppose,  then,  there 
were  a Church  that  was  not  sending  its 
sons  and  datigluers,  on  both  sides  of  the 
Iron  Curtain,  into  the  armed  forces  but 
sending  its  yotith  out  over  the  world  as 
missionaries  of  a universal  fellowship  in 
which  there  is  neither  Russian  nor  Ameri- 
can, Chinese  nor  Jajtanese.  “Thousands 
of  them  would  face  the  world  not  with 


the  Gospel  in  one  hand  and  an  atomic 
weapon  in  the  other — but  as  did  the  early 
Christians,  unarmed,  defenceless,  eager  to 
feed  the  poor  and  heal  the  sick,  jjassion- 
ately  preaching  the  gospel  of  love,  glori- 
fying in  the  |)roclamation  of  one  tvho  had 
jtroved  his  divine  sonshi|)  and  his  lortl- 
ship  over  men  by  dying  on  a cross.”* 

Would  Experience  Persecution 

Some  Christian  youth  would  almost  cer- 
tainly experience  persecution  as  did  the 
early  Christians.  But  do  we  doubt  that  in 
and  through  them  jrower  would  be  re- 
leased, the  power  to  enable  men  and  jteo- 
ples  to  do  what  they  are  now  impotent  to 
do?  It  may  sound  foolish  to  suggest  that 
we  stirround  and  invade  the  Iron  Cur- 
tain countries  with  a lot  of  unarmed  mis- 
sionaries carrying  food,  perhaps,  and  the 
gospel  of  inclusive  love,  trying  to  gather 
little  enemy  children  around  them  in- 
stead of  dropping  bombs  or  getting  ready 
to  drop  bombs  on  them.  But  we  need  to 
get  away  from  the  “wisdom”  and  “real- 
ism” which  have  brought  us  where  we  are. 
We  have  to  look  in  another  direction,  at 
that  which  in  its  own  order  is  perhaps  as 
invisible  to  the  naked  eye,  seemingly  as 
devoid  of  power,  as  the  atom.  We  must  try 
to  understand  the  profound  truth  of 
Paul's  observation  that  God — who  can  be 
so  easily  overlooked!— “choose  the  foolish 
things  of  the  world  that  he  might  put  to 
shame  them  that  are  wise  . . . and  the 
weak  things  that  he  might  put  to  shame 
them  that  are  strong.” 

Have  I taken  you  on  this  long  journey 
only  to  end  by  telling  you  that  the  United 
States  must  become  a nation  of  pacifists 
and  Christians  if  we  and  all  mankind  are 
to  be  saved?  This  is  not  what  I am  saying, 
although  I have  certainly  been  trying  to 
make  it  clear  that  a sjtiritual  as  well  as  an 
economic  revolution  is  the  jtrice  of  our 
deliverance.  If  you  call  this  asking  for  a 
miracle,  I am  still  jrrepared  to  stand  by  it 
and  say  that  “only  a miracle  can  save  us 
now.” 


* From  The  Christian  Conscience  and  state- 

ment of  a commission  of  35  theologians  and  reli- 
gious leaders  appointed  by  the  Church  Peace 
J^lission. 


This  is  not  to  say  that  we  must  have  a 
nation  of  a htindred  and  twenty  million 
or  so  adult  Christians  and  pacifists  in 
order  to  put  an  end  to  totalitarianism. 
What  I am  saying  is  that  we  need  a new 
spiritual  leadership,  a leadership  that 
cannot  be  supplied  by  a Church  which  in 
the  face  of  atomic  and  biological  war  is 
still  not  able  to  make  up  its  corporate 
mind  for  or  against.  Men  are  “listening 
for  something  like  a Christmas  carol,” 


wrote  Walter  Marshall  Horton  a few 
years  ago,  regretting  that  the  Amsterdam 
Assembly  of  the  World  Council  of 
Churches  in  1948  had  failed  to  “speak  to 
our  world  as  a whole,  in  its  jteril,  as 
though  there  were  no  Iron  Curtain.”  He 
concluded,  and  we  conclude  with  him: 
“So  far  no  carol  has  come.  When  it  comes, 
it  must  come  from  the  Church;  in  the 
nature  of  the  case  it  cannot  come  from 
the  State.” 


Suggestions  for  Discussion 

1.  Should  the  questio)i  “IVill  it  zvork?”  be  the  deciding  factor  in 
determining  zvhether  one  should  folloiu  a Christian  course  of  action"? 
Should  the  danger  that  might  be  involved? 

2.  Do  you  believe  that  a man  ivho  is  convinced  that  war  is  wholly 
lorong  should  still  "go  along"  with  his  felloiv  countrymen  in  war, 
or  refuse  to  take  part? 

5.  Do  you  believe  that  Jesus  would  take  part  in  a war  fought  with 
atomic  and  bacteriological  weapons? 


While  not  an  official  statement  of  the  American  Friends 
Service  Committee,  this  pamphlet  is  distributed  as  a 

study  resource.  Additional  copies  of  this  and  other 
material  for  peace  workers  may  be  obtained  from  these 
Service  Committee  offices: 


Austin  5,  Texas 
2106  Nueces  Street 

Cambridge  38,  Massachusetts 
130  Brattle  Street 

Chicago  3,  Illinois 
19  South  LaSalle  Street 

Columbus  9,  Ohio 
2268  E.  Main  Street 

Des  Moines  12,  Iowa 
4211  Grand  Avenue 


Greensboro,  N.  Carolina 
617  W.  Market  Street 

New  York  3,  New  York 
144  E.  20th  Street 

Pasadena  4,  California 
825  E.  Union  Street 

Philadelphia  7,  Pennsylvania 
20  South  1 2th  Street 


Portland  14,  Oregon 
1 108  S.E.  Grand  Avenue 

Richmond,  Indiana 
Overview,  Route  28 

San  Francisco  15,  California 
1 830  Sutter  Street 

Seattle  5,  Washington 
3959  15th  Avenue,  N.E. 

Wichita  12,  Kansas 
2023  University 


